MS Document

o

109108

RECORD OF DECISION
Operable Unit Two
Cornell-Dubi;ier Electronics, Inc. Superfund Site

South Plainfield, Middlesex County, New Jersey

United States Environmenteél Protection Agency
Region 1I

September Z004

500001



DECLARATION STATEMENT

RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc. (EPA ID# NJD981557879)
Borough of South Plainfield, Middlesex County, New Jersey
Operable Unit 2

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the Selected Remedy to address
Operable Unit 2, consisting of contaminated facility soils and
buildings, at the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc. (CDE)
Superfund Site, in South Plainfield, New Jersey, which was chosen
- in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act, as amended, and to the extent
practicable, the National 0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan. This decision is based on the Administrative
Record file for the Site.

The State of New Jersey concurs with the Selected Remedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

The response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD) is
necessary to protect public heal:h, welfare or the environment
from actual or threatened releas s of hazardous substances from
the Site into the‘-environment. .

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMED.'

The Selected Remedy described in this document addresses the

remediation of contaminated soils and buildings at the former CDE

facility. This is the second reme:lial phase, or operable unit,

for the CDE Site, identified as Opt¢rable Unit 2 (0OU2). A

previous Record of Decision, signec in September 2003, selected a

remedy to address contaminated soil and interior dust at

properties in the vic¢inity of the frrmer CDE facility.

Additional remedial actions are pla:ned to address the

contaminated groundwater and the seciments of the Bound Brook.

The major components of the Selected Remedy include:

Soils 1

. excavation of an’estimated 107,('00 cubic yards of
contaminated soil containing polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs) at concentrations greater than 500 ppm and
contaminated soils that exceed N=w Jersey’s Impact to
Groundwater Soil Cleanup Criteria (IGWSCC) for contaminants
other than PCBs;
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. on-site treatment of excavated soil amenable to treatment by
low temperature thermal desorption (LTTD), followed by
backfilling of excavated areas with treated soils;

. transportation of contaminated soil and debris not suitable
for on-site LTTD treatment to an off-site facility for
disposal, with treatment as necessary;

. excavation of an estimated 7,500 cubic yards of contaminated
soil and debris from the capacitor disposal areas and
transportation for disposal off site, with treatment as

necessary;

. installation of a multi-layer cap or hardscape;

. installation of engineering controls;

. property restoration; and |

. implementation of institutional controls.

Buildings

. demolition of the 18 on-site buildings:

. | transportation of the building debris off-site for disposal,

with treatment as necessary; and

. relocation of eligible tenarts at the former CDE facility
buildings pursuant to the Uriform Relocation Act, as
necessary.

Contingency Remedy

Although certain buildings would hive to be demolished as part of
the selected soil remedy and an exected redevelopment of the
industrial park anticipates demoli:ion of all the existing
structures, it is possible that not all of the structures will
have to be demolished. Therefore, :he Selected Remedy for the
buildings includes a contingency reedy that would allow for the
decontamination and surface encapsu. ation of certain buildings
that may not need to be demolished. The contingency remedy would
require institutional: controls to be employed to ensure that any
future Site activities are performed with knowledge of the Site
conditions and with appropriate heal :h and safety controls, and
that the buildings would not be used for any purposes
inconsistent with the:continued preS(nce of PCBs within the
building materials.

The Selected Remedy will be the final remedy for soils and
buildings at the former CDE facility.

-2
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DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS
Part 1: Statutory Requirements

The Selected Remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with federal and State requirements that
are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedial action, and is cost-effective. The Selected Remedy
utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or
resource recovery) technologies to the maximum extent
practicable. ’

Part 2: Statutory Preference for Treatment

The Selected Remedy for soils will meet the statutory preference
for the use of remedies that employ treatment that reduces
toxicity, mobility or volume as a principal element.

Part 3: Five-Year Review Requirements

Because the Selected Remedy will result in hazardous substances
-remaining on the Site above health-based levels, a statutory
five-year review will be conducted within five years after the
initiation of the remedial action to ensure that the remedy
~~—continues to provide adequate p:.otection of human health and the
environment.

ROD DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST

The following information is inclided in the Decision Summary
section of this ROD. Additional information can be found inp the
Administrative Record for this Sit:. '

. Chemicals of concern and thei:r respective concentrations may
be found in the “Site Characteristics” section.

. Baseline risk represented by t.ie chemicals of concern may be
found in the “Summary of Site l.isks” section.

. A discussion of cleanup levels for chemicals of concern may
be found in the “Remedial Action Objectives” section.

. A discussion of source materiale constituting principal
threats may be found in the “Principal Threat Waste”
section.

. Current and reasonably-anticipated future land use

assumptions are discussed in the “Current and Potential
Future Site and Resource Uses” section.
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Potential land uses that will be available at OU2 as a
result of the Selected Remedy are discussed in the “Remedial
Action Objectives” section.

Estimated capital, annual operation and maintenance (O&M),
and total present worth costs are discussed in the
“Description of Alternatives” section.

Key factors that led to selecting the remedy (i.e., how the
Selected Remedy provides the best balance of tradeoffs with
respect to the balancing and modifying criteria,
highlighting criteria key to the decisions) may be found in
the “Comparative Analysis of Alternatives” and “Statutory
Determinations” sections.

Wachtownd Calldnr _9/30/0¢

Jane M. Kenny Date /-
Regional- Administrator
Region II °

W
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500006



TABLE OF CONTENTS

SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION . . . . . . . .

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES . . . . . .

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION . . . . .

SCOPE AND ROLE OF THIS OPERABLE UNIT . . . . . . .

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS . . . . . . . . .

CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS . . . . . . . . « « « « . .

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES . . . . ¢ « « « « « « .

DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES . . . . . . .

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTE . . . . . ¢ .« « « « « « « .

SELECTED REMEDY . + v v o o v v e e e e e e e e

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS . . . . . . . . . . . . .

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES . . . . . . .

APPENDICES

APPENDIX
APPENDIX
APPENDIX
APPENDIX
APPENDIX

I
II
ITI
v
v

FIGURES .

TABLES

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
STATE CONCURRENCE LETTER
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

w~

13

24

33

500007



SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc. (CDE) Site is located at
333 Hamilton Boulevard, South Plainfield, Middlesex County, New
Jersey. The former CDE facility, now known as the Hamilton
Industrial Park, consists of approximately 26 acres containing 18
buildings that are currently used by a variety of commercial and
industrial tenants. The fenced 26-acre facility is bounded on
the northeast by the Bound Brook and the former Lehigh Valley
Railroad, Perth Amboy Branch (presently Conrail); on the
southeast by the Bound Brook and a property used by the South
Plainfield Department of Public Works; on the southwest, across
Spicer Avenue, by single-family residential properties; and to
the northwest, across.Hamilton Boulevard, by mixed residential
and commercial properties (see Appendix I, Figure 1).

Prior to 1936, Spicer Manufacturing Corp., a predecessor to Dana
Corporation, owned and operated the facility, and many of the
buildings date from this era. Spicer Manufacturing Corp. ceased
operations in South Plainfield in 1929 and, beginning in 1936,
leased the property to CDE. CDE operated at the facility from
1936 to 1962, manufacturing electronic components including, in
particular, capacitors. Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and
chlorinated organic solvents were uszd in the manufacturing
process, and the company apparently (isposed of PCB-contaminated
materials and other hazardous substar:ces directly on the facility
soils. CDE’s activities evidently leil to widespread chemical
contamination at the facility, as wel) as migration of
contaminants to areas nearby the facility. PCBs have been
detected in the groundwater, soils and in building interiors at
the industrial park, at adjacent residential, commercial, and
municipal properties, and in the surfac2> water and sediments of
the Bound Brook. High levels of volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) have been found in the facility soils and in groundwater.
Since CDE’s departure from the facility in 1962, it has been
operated as a rental property, with over 100 commercial and
industrial companies operating at the fe:-ility as tenants. Some
of these tenants may have, K contributed to some Site contamination,
but the PCB and VOC contamination appear: to be primarily
attributable to CDE’s operation.

The CDE Site is on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency'’s
(EPA’s) National Priorities List (NPL). “PA is the lead agency,
and the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP)
is the support agency.
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SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIE

Operations and State and Federal Responsé Actions

In 1996, NJDEP conducted a Site Inspection and collected surface
soil, surface water, and sediment samples at the facility
property. In June 1996, at the request of NJDEP, EPA collected
and analyzed additional soil, surface water and sediments at the
facility. The results of the sample analyses revealed that
elevated levels of PCBs, VOCs, and inorganics were present at the
Site.

As a result of the contamination found at the facility, in March
1997, EPA ordered the owner of the facility property, D.S.C. of
Newark Enterprises, Inc. (DSC), a potentially responsible party
(PRP), to perform a removal action to mitigate risks associated
with contaminated soil and surface water runoff from the
facility. The removal action included paving driveways and
parking areas in the industrial park, installing a security
fence, and implementing drainage controls.

In 1997, EPA conducted a preliminary investigation of the Bound
Brook to evaluate the potential impazts of contamination on human
health and the environment. Elevated levels of PCBs were found
in fish and sediments of the Bound Br>ok. As a result of these
investigations, NJDEP issued a fish cinsumption advisory for the
Bound Brook and its tributaries, incliding nearby New Market Pond
and Spring Lake. :

In 1997, EPA began collecting surface :oil and interior dust °
samples from residential and commercial properties near the CDE
facility. The results of the sampling evealed PCBs in soil and
interior dust that posed a potential he' lth concern for residents
of several of the properties tested. Tlese investigations led to
removal actions at 15 residential properties, conducted from 1998
to 2000. 1In July 1998, EPA included the Site on the NPL.

EPA has divided the Site into separate piases, or operable units,
for remediation purposes.  Operable Unit 1 (OUl) consists of
residential, commercial, and municipal properties located in the
vicinity of the former CDE facility. Ope "able Unit 2 (QU2)
addresses the contaminated soils and builiiings at the former CDE
facility, including soils that may act as a source of groundwater
contamination. Additional operable units will address
contaminated groundwater aﬁd the sediments of the Bound Brook.

In 2000, EPA initiated the Remedial Invest .gation (RI) for the
Site and began collecting s6il samples from properties further
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from the CDE facility. This sampling revealed additional
properties with PCBs in soil at unacceptable levels, and
indicated a need for more extensive sampling. EPA compiled the
1997 and 1998 removal sampling data with its remedial
investigation data in a Remedial Investigation Report for OUl,
and in June 2003 proposed a comprehensive remedy for OUl, the
contaminated properties in the vicinity of the former CDE
facility. 1In September 2003, EPA selected a remedy to address
the contaminated soil at properties in the vicinity of the former
CDE facility. A projected 2,100 cubic yards of contaminated soil
will be excavated from those properties requiring soil cleanup.
The remedy includes indoor dust remediation where PCB-
contaminated dust is encountered. Additional sampling is planned
for properties where right-of-way sampling revealed elevated
levels of PCBs, to determine if remediation is required. The
sampling will include exterior soils and the collection of dust
samples from the interiors of homes.

In 2000, CDE and Dana Corporation initiated discussions with the
Borough of South Plainfield regarding the future redevelopment of
the Hamilton Industrial Park, and how that redevelopment might be
accomplished as part of a remedy for the facility soils and
buildings, i.e., 0U2. On December 6, 2001, the South Plainfield
Borough Council adopted a resolution iJesignating the Hamilton
Industrial Park and certain lands in the vicinity of the
industrial park as a “Redevelopment Ar:a” pursuant to New Jersey
Local Redevelopment and Housing Law. +the Borough retained a
planning consultant to prepare a redevelopment plan for the
designated area, and on July 15, 2002, the Borough Council
approved an ordinance adopting the rede’elopment plan. .,
Subsequently, the Borough designated a ceveloper for the
redevelopment plan. EPA has participated in this future-use
planning for the facility. as part of the development of the
Feasibility Study (FS) for this operable unit.

Enforcement Activities

To date, PRPs identified for the Site and served with notices of
liability include DSC, CDE, Dana Corporat:on, Dana Corporation
Foundation, and Federal Pacific Electric (Company. Five '
administrative orders have been issued to 7arious PRPs for the
performance of portions of removal actions required at the Site.

The first order, a Unilateral Administratiie Order (UAQ) issued
to DSC in 1997, required the installation end maintenance of site
stabilization measures to limit migration c¢f contaminants from
the industrial park. These actions includei paving driveways and
parking areas in the industrial park to min.mize dust, installing

3
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a security fence, and implementing drainage controls to limit
surface run-off.

In July 1998, EPA offered the PRPs an opportunity to perform a
comprehensive study of the Site, called a Remedial Investigation
and Feasibility Study (RI/FS), to help determine the nature and
extent of contamination. After EPA and the PRPs were unable to
agree on the scope of the RI required at the Site, EPA elected to
perform the RI/FS using federal funds.

In 1998 and 1999, EPA entered into two separate Administrative
Orders on Consent (AOCs) with PRPs concerning the removal of PCB-
contaminated soil from thirteen properties on Spicer Avenue,
Delmore Avenue, and Hamilton Boulevard. DSC and CDE signed the
1998 AOC (addressing six properties), and Dana and CDE signed the
1999 AOC (addressing seven properties). EPA issued another UAO
in 1999 to Federal Pacific Electric and DSC, requiring those
parties to participate and cooperate in the soil removal at the
properties covered by the 1999 AOC. 1In April 2000, EPA entered
into an AOC with DSC requiring the removal of PCB-contaminated
soil from one additional property on Spicer Avenue. DSC agreed
to perform the work required under the AOC, but subsequently
failed to do so. In August 2004, EPA began the removal of PCB-
contaminated soil from this property, ond the work was
substantially completed in September 2(04.

On September 30, 2003, after EPA issued a Record of Decision
(ROD) for OUl at the Site, EPA and several of the PRPs entered
into negotiations regarding the performaice by the PRPs of the
Remedial Design and Remedial Action (RD/.i2) for OUl, under ERA
oversight. EPA and the PRPs were unable -o reach an agreement,
and on August 24, 2004, EPA issued a UAO 0o DSC, CDE, and Danga,
requiring them to perform the RD/RA for Oill. On September 29,
2004, CDE and Dana informed EPA that they would not comply with
the UAO. As of the date of this ROD, DSC has not indicated
whether it intends to compgy with the UAO.

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PAR%ICIPATION

EPA has worked closely with public officials and other interested
members of the community. Their participation and contributions
to the Site investigation and remediation p-ocess benefit the
Agency in achieving its goal of effectively protecting human
health and the environment. °

The Proposed Plan and supporting documentation for OU2 were
released to the public for comment on July 6, 2004. These
documents were made available‘to the public it the EPA

500011



Administrative Record File Room, 290 Broadway, 18% Floor, New
York, New York; and at the South Plainfield Public Library, 2484
Plainfield Avenue, South Plainfield, New Jersey.

The public comment period for the OU2 Proposed Plan began on July
6, 2004, and ended on September 4, 2004. On July 6, 2004, EPA
published a notice in ‘the Courier-News newspaper containing
information concerning the public comment period for the Site,
including the duration of the comment period, the date of the
public meeting and availability of the administrative record. A
second notice was placed in the QObserver-Tribune newspaper on
July 9, 2004. The public comment period was initially scheduled
to end on August 5, 2004. In response to a written request by
CDE and Dana, EPA extended the comment period to September 4,
2004, placing an additional public notice in the Courier-News. A
public meeting was held on July 13, 2004, at the South Plainfield
Municipal Building located at 2480 Plainfield Avenue, South
Plainfield, New Jersey. The purpose of this meeting was to
inform local officials and interested citizens about the
Superfund process, to discuss the Proposed Plan and receive
comments on the Proposed Plan, and to respond to questions from
area residents and other interested parties. Responses to the
comments received at the public meeting and in writing during the
public comment period are included in the Responsiveness Summary,
attached as Appendix V to this ROD.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF THIS OPERABLE UNIT

For the purposes of planning response actions, EPA has addressed
the Site in separate operable units (QOUs) The September 2003
ROD selected a remedy for OUl, the contam:nated residential,
commercial, and municipal properties locatzd in the vicinity of
the former CDE facility. This operable unit, referred to as 0UZ,
addresses contaminated soils and buildings at the former CDE

~ facility. EPA’s findings ipdicate the pre: ence of “principal
threat” wastes at the facility, which are ¢ddressed by this
action. Additional operable units will adcress the contaminated
groundwater and the sediments of the Bound 3rook.

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTiCS

Based on the characteristic surface features of the facility
property, two major areas can be described. The northwestern
portion of the Hamilton Industrial Park is l.rgely paved or
occupied by buildings. This area is relatively level. The 18
buildings are constructed of wood frame or brick and several of
the buildings are subdivided. The buildings are currently used
by a variety of commercial and: industrial tenants. The southeast
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area of the property is primarily an open field, with some wooded
areas. The property drops steeply to the southeast, and the
eastern portion of the property consists of wetlands bordering
the Bound Brook (see Appendix I, Figure 2).

The property is underlain by the Brunswick Formation, a fractured
bedrock geologic formation, topped with a layer of overburden
that is a mixture of glacial deposits and man-made fill. The
overburden is absent beneath a number of the buildings in the
northwest corner of the property with increasing thickness
towards the Bound Brook, to a maximum depth of about 15 feet. A
weathered siltstone unit, approximately one to eight feet thick
above the bedrock surface, extends beneath most of the property.
It appears that much of the southeastern portion of the property
was leveled by the addition of fill material, and that Site
wastes were also deposited in this fill. Fill material
identified throughout the facility property during the remedial
investigation consisted primarily of cinders, ash, brick, glass,
metal, slag, and wood fragments. In some areas the fill material
was six feet thick.

After geophysical investigations identified a number of
subsurface anomolies, test pits were excavated in the central
portion of the facility. During excavation of test pits within
this anomalous area, fill material, incliding scrap metal,
automobile parts, steel cables, styrofoam sheeting, ceramic
electrical components, and empty/crushed .'rums were unearthed.
Near the location of a former truck drivirg school was found a
disposal area for capacitors manufactured oy CDE, believed to be
those that failed to meet specifications a:d could not be reused.
Some of the highest contaminant levels were¢ found in this dumping
area, as discussed in more detail below.

Remedial investigative activities performed for OU2 consisted of
sampling building floor dust, surface and sitbsurface soil,
perched water, drainage system sediment, anc drainage system
standing water. Groundwater monitoring wells were also installed
and sampled. There were many chemicals dete:ted in the soils and
buildings at the former CDE facility. Some (f these chemicals
occur as natural components of soil and others are present due to
past activities associated with the Site. PC3s were identified
as a contaminant of concern in previous inves:igations that
started in 1996. “Aroclor” is  the trade name given to
commercially manufactured mixtures of PCBs. 1ach different
mixture is identified with a four digit numbe: (e.g., Aroclor-
1254). Aroclors were chosen for evaluation because they. were
used in the former manufacturing processes at the CDE facility
and are biocaccumulative and persistent in the 2nvironment. The
Aroclors detected at the industrial park include Aroclor-1242,

6
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Aroclor-1248, Aroclor-1254 and Aroclor-1260. The following
summarizes the results of previous investigations and the RI for
Qou2.

Building Floor Dust

In 1997, EPA’'s removal program collected a total of 27 wipe
samples from 12 of the 18 facility buildings, and building
material samples (dust and concrete chips) from two buildings,
and analyzed the samples for PCBs, lead, and cadmium. Aroclor-
1254, Aroclor-1260, lead, and cadmium contamination were
identified in all 12 buildings tested.

Dust samples collected from the 18 facility buildings in the
summer of 2000, as part of the RI, revealed PCBs in all 18
buildings, and elevated PCB concentrations (i.e., greater than
500 ppm) were present in three buildings. Concentrations of
Aroclor-1254 as high as 8,300 ppm and lead as high as 61,700 ppm
were measured in the dust samples. Elevated metals
concentrations were also found in all 18 buildings. For example,
arsenic, cadmium, chromium, and mercury were measured in each of
the buildings at a maximum concentration of 100 ppm, 428 ppm, 894
ppm, and 24.4 ppm, respectively. A discernible, consistent
concentration pattern was not generally present for the detected
metals.

As part of the soil investigation discussedi below, borings were
drilled through the concrete slabs in each of the buildings and
s0il samples were collected from beneath tle slab. The intent of
this effort was to delineate potential shallow and upper .
subsurface soil contamination beneath the n)rthwestern portion of
the property. The results of this sampling revealed that soils
beneath the buildings are contaminated with various contaminants.

Soil

To investigate the potential source areas anc determine the
extent of soil contamination for the facility property, surface
soil samples {(i.e., 0 to 2 feet below ground surface) and
subsurface soil samples (i.e., greater than 2 feet below ground
surface) were collected. During the RI, 96 sirface soil samples
and 59 subsurface soil samples were collected, including samples
collected from test pits excavated within the zentral portion of
the property. 5

PCBs are the most prevalent contaminants found on the property,

and are present as a result of former CDE faci. ity activities.
Surface and subsurface soil sample analytical results indicated

500014



the presence of PCB compounds in almost all of the samples
collected (92 percent). Four individual Aroclors (-1242, -1248,
-1254, and -1260) were detected at the property. Surface soil
sampling revealed PCB concentrations at a maximum concentration
of 51,000 ppm. Of the 96 surface soil samples collected during
the RI, 46 samples had concentrations of PCBs greater than 10 ppm
and 15 samples had concentrations greater than 500 ppm.
Subsurface soil sampling revealed PCB concentrations at a maximum
concentration of 130,000 ppm. Of the 59 subsurface scil samples
collected during the RI, 16 samples had concentrations of PCBs
greater than 10 ppm and 8 samples had concentrations of PCBs
greater than 500 ppm.

Test pit excavations unearthed capacitors that appeared corroded
and/or partially burned. 1In addition, during excavation of test
pits, white and blue crystalline powder, electrical components,
and other materials were unearthed. Based on the observed
presence of capacitors in the test pits and interpretation of the
geophysical survey, it is estimated that the surface area of
buried capacitor debris is approximately 51,100 square feet. The
estimated volume of this capacitor disposal area is 7,500 cubic
yards.

Dioxins/Furans

Due to the presence of charred debris in tae test pits and the
fact that burning PCBs can result in the ge¢neration of dioxins
and dibenzofurans, a highly toxic group of zontaminants, a
limited set of soil samples were subjected :o dioxin and furan
analysis. Although analyzed in only a few .;urface and subsurface
soil samples, dioxins and furans were detected during the 0U2 RI
soils investigation.

. Individual dioxin/furan constituents raiged up to 13.5 parts
per billion (ppb). The maximum concent: ations for the
dioxin/furan homologs (i.e., compounds with an equal number
of chlorine substitutions) was 52.8 ppb.

. 2,3,7,8-TCDD (dioxin) was detected at a 1naximum
concentration of 8 ppb.

PCB Congeners

Because of the high concentrations of PCBs pre:ent in the soils
in the southeastern portion of the Site, a limited number of
surface and subsurface soil samples underwent FECB congener
analysis. Individual congeners can have a toxicity similar to
dioxin and, if present in sufficient concentrations, can pose a
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risk higher than the PCB congeners that lack the chemical
properties of dioxin. This analysis revealed 3,3',4,4'-
tetrachlorobiphenyl, a dioxin-like congener, at a maximum
concentration of 2,200 ppm.

Volatile Organic Compounds

Elevated concentrations (i.e., up to ppm levels) of chlorinated
VOCs in both the subsurface soil and the perched water within
and/or immediately adjacent to areas with elevated concentrations
of PCB constituents in the soils have likely contributed to the
leaching and solubilization of the PCB constituents through co-
solvency effects. :

. Surface soil sampling revealed trichloroethene (TCE)
contamination at a maximum concentration of 47 ppm.
Subsurface soil sampling revealed TCE contamination at a
maximum concentration of 33 ppm at a depth of three feet.

. Elevated levels of c¢is-1,2-DCE; trans-1,2-DCE; 1,1-DCE;
tetrachloroethene (PCE); TCE:; vinyl chloride; methylene
chloride; 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene; and 1,2-dichloropropane
were also detected in soils.

Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs)
. Elevated concentrations of SVOCs, mainly polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs) (up to 1,554 ppm tctal PAHs), were

detected in soils.

Pesticide Compounds

. Nineteen pesticides were detected acros: the facility
property. '

. Aldrin, dieldrin, and 4,4'-DDE were detected at maximum
concentrations of 1,100 ppm, 520 ppm, arc 1,200 ppm,
respectively. ;

Inorganic Compounds

. Elevated concentrations of 23 different metals were detected
across the facility property.

. Arsenic and lead were detected at maximum :oncentrations of
1,060 ppm and 52,600 ppm, respectively.
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Facility Drainage System

As part of the RI, an investigation of the facility drainage
system was conducted to determine the level of contamination in
the drainage system and to determine the potential for the system
to be a source and/or facilitate the transport of contamination.

Dye testing indicated that the facility drainage system is
connected to outfalls that discharge to the Bound Brook. The
existing facility drainage system sends surface water runoff from
the industrial park to the Bound Brook. The investigation also
revealed that floor drains located within the buildings at the
industrial park are connected to this facility drainage system.

PCBs, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, and metals were detected in
sediment and standing water samples collected from the catch
basins. The Site stabilization measures (i.e., paving and silt
fencing) that were implemented by the property owner in 1997 have
mitigated the potential for Site contaminants to reach the Bound
Brook through overland runoff and through the facility drainage
system. However, this migration route continues to remain a
potential threat.

Groundwater

Groundwater monitoring wells were installed at the Hamilton
Industrial Park at depths ranging from 32 fe=t to 62 feet, with
groundwater found at approximately 35 feet b:low ground surface
(bgs), in the bedrock unit. Based on the in 'estigation conducted
to date, groundwater flow is to the northwest (see Appendix I,
Figure 3). Sampling results revealed that gr »undwater at the
Site is very highly contaminated with VOCs an' PCBs, with PCBs
likely present as a result of high VOC conten” and cosolvency
effects. Concentrations of TCE as high as 12(,000 ppb and PCBs
as high as 84 ppb were measured: in the groundwiter samples.

Water encountered in the overburden soil and wwathered bedrock
intervals during the RI was sampled to characterize potential
source areas, to evaluate potential zones of ccntamination, and
to identify potential contamination migration pathways. PCBs,
PCB congeners, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, and metals were detected
at elevated concentrations in the perched water sampled during
excavation of the test pits and installation of the groundwater
monitoring wells.

The horizontal and vertical extent of groundwate: contamination
has not been determined because all of the exist'ng monitoring
wells have been installed within the industrial park and these

10
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wells indicate a plume of VOC contamination moving away from the
Site to the northwest. Additional groundwater monitoring wells
will be installed to adequately characterize flow conditions and
the extent of contamination. The results of this additional work
will be considered in a subsequent RI/FS for groundwater.

Soils at the industrial park contaminated with PCBs and VOCs
appear to be an ongoing source of groundwater contamination.
Metals found at elevated levels in soils were not found in the
groundwater and, therefore, the presence of metals contamination
in facility soils does not appear to be a continuing groundwater
threat. Appendix II, Table 11 identifies groundwater
contaminants found in monitoring wells on the Site, including
their frequency of detection and maximum concentrations detected.

Cultural Resources Assessment

In May 2003, a Stage IA Cultural Resource Investigation was
performed pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 47. Based on this Stage IA
Investigation, it has been determined that many buildings at the
Hamilton Industrial Park have the potential to be eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The NRHP
eligibility would derive primarily from the activities of the
Spicer Manufacturing Corporation, and its successor, Dana
Corporation. ‘ :

The first major industry within South Plainfi.ld began in 18912
with the construction of the Spicer Manufacturing Corporation
plant on the site of the existing Hamilton Incistrial Park. * The
company’s founder, Clarence Spicer, designed t.ie “universal
joint” transmission while he was an engineerinc student at
Cornell University and received a patent in 19(3. Until the
‘company’s departure to Ohio in the late 1920's, the Spicer
Manufacturing Corporation manufactured the univ:irsal joint, an
essential drive-shaft component &f automobiles, at this facility.
As a result of these findings, it has been recormended that
standing structures at the Hamilton Industrial Fark should be
recorded for the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office (NJHPO)
and evaluated for NRHP-eligibility. Although th« standing
structures probably do not meet NRHP-criteria based on
architectural integrity, the structures at the Hemnilton
Industrial Park should be evaluated for historical significance.

Cultural resources survey maps from NJHPO indicat:: that
archeoclogical sites, as well as many lithic scattars, have been

identified along the banks of the Bound Brook. Prehistoric
settlement patterns were highly focused over more than 8,000
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years along the wetland margins of the stream terraces along the
Bound Brook. As part of archeological investigations unrelated
to EPA’s work, one prehistoric site has been identified at the
facility property along the north bank of the Bound Brook. Five
prehistoric sites were identified in the general vicinity of the
former CDE facility, and a large prehistoric site was excavated
to the east of the facility property.

The facility property was identified as the location for an early
19" century sawmill. The NJHPO files indicate that the Brooklyn
Mills historic mill complex (circa 1702) was formerly located in
South Plainfield, and in 1974, surviving foundations were
nominated for the NRHP; however, no action was taken to list the
property. A blacksmith shop (circa 1895) and the destroyed
Randolph Burial Ground (circa 1790) were located north of the
Site.

CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES

Site Uses: Currently, the Hamilton Industrial Park is zoned for
commercial/industrial use. Based upon discussions with the
Borough of South Plainfield, EPA does not expect the zoning of
this property to change in the near future. In December 2001,
the Borough of South Plainfield adopted a re:olution designating
the Hamilton Industrial Park (OU2) and certai. properties in the
vicinity of the industrial park as a “Redevelcpment Area”
pursuant to the New Jersey Local Redevelopment and Housing Law.
South Plainfield retained a plapning consultan: to prepare a
redevelopment plan for the designated area, and on July 15, 2002,
the Borough of South Plainfield approved the redevelopment plan.
The redevelopment plan does not regquire re-zoniig of the
industrial park. )

Resource Uses: The industrial park consists of epoproximately 26
acres. A portion of this area is.federally-desijnated wetlands.
EPA is using the 500-year flood line as a natura’. boundary to
determine the extent of soil reme@iation under tl.is action.
Approximately six of the facility’s 26 acres are within the 500-
year floodplain; the remaining 20 acres are being addressed in
this OU2. Low-lying wetlands will be addressed as; part of a
subsequent operable unit that addresses the Bound Brook sediments
and adjacent wetlands areas. - However, approximately 0.32 acres
of wetlands are associated with 0OU2. Groundwater and surface
water in the area are both current and potential fiture sources
‘of drinking water. The groundwater-beneath the fa:ility property
is classified by NJDEP as Class IIA, a potential source of
drinking water, and potable water wells for the Micddlesex Water
Company and the Elizabethtown Water Company facility are located
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within four miles of the Site. EPA is currently evaluating the
potential for the Site to adversely impact the groundwater.
Groundwater will be addressed in a subsequent operable unit for
the Site.

SUMMARY OF SITE RIS

As part of the RI/FS for 0U2, EPA conducted a baseline risk
assessment to estimate the current and future effects of
contaminants in soils and buildings on human health and the
environment. A baseline risk assessment is an analysis of the
potential adverse human health and ecological effects caused by
releases of hazardous substance from a site in the absence of any
actions or controls to mitigate such releases, under current and
future land uses. The industrial park is bounded by residential,
commercial, and municipal properties, the Bound Brook, and the
former Lehigh Valley Railroad, Perth Amboy Branch (presently
Conrail). The industrial park is currently zoned for
commercial/industrial use. According to the Borough of South
Plainfield, it is anticipated that the future land use for the
industrial park will be commercial/industrial. The baseline risk
assessment includes a human health risk assessment and an
ecological risk assessment.

Human Health Risk Assessment

The Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (BHHFA) focused on
current and future health effects (e.g., cancer risks and non-
cancer health hazards) to both adolescent trespi.ssers (ages 10 to
18 years) and adults in an industrial setting. The industrial
scenario, in the absence of institutional contro.s, included
potential trespassing onto the Site by adolescen:s and on-site
indoor workers, outdoor workers, and constructior workers. The
BHHRA estimated cancer risks and non-cancer healta hazards from
the Site in the absence of any actions or controls to mitigate
such releases. Exposures that could result from current and
future direct contact with contaminated soil (sur:ace and
subsurface) and indoor dust, such as incidental irgestion, dermal
contact, and inhalation of contaminants in air from particulates
and vapor intrusion, were evaluated: in the BHHRA.

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human
health risks for a reasonable maximum exposure scerario:

1) Identification of Chemicals of Concern - identifies the
contaminants of concern at the Site based on severai factors such
as contaminant toxicity, frequency of occurrence, aird
concentration. :
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2) Exposure Assessment - estimates the magnitude of actual and/or
potential human exposures, the frequency and duration of these
exposures, and the pathways (e.g., ingesting contaminated soil or
inhaling particulates) by which humans are potentially exposed.

3) Toxicity Assessment - determines the types of adverse health
effects associated with chemical exposures, and the relationship
between magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse
effects (response).

4) Risk Characterization - summarizes and combines outputs of the
exposure and toxicity assessments to provide a quantitative
assessment of site-related cancer risks and non-cancer health
hazards and the associated uncertainties.

Identification of Chemicals of Concern

There were many chemicals detected in the soils and building dust
at the former CDE facility. Some of these chemicals occur as
natural components of soil and others are present due to past
activities associated with the Site.

PCBs were identified as a contaminant of concern (COC) in
previous investigations that started in 1996. ™“Aroclor” is the
trade name given to commercially-manufactured mixtures of PCBs.
Each different commercial mixture is identified with a four digit
number (e.g., Aroclor-1254). Aroclors were chrsen for evaluation
because they were used in the former manufactu. ing processes at
the CDE facility and are bioaccumulative and pe¢rsistent in the
environment. The Aroclors detected at the industrial park -,
include Aroclor-1242, Aroclor-1248, Aroclor-125. and Aroclor-
1260. 1In addition, PCB congener ‘data was also «ollected and used
to determine cancer risks associdted with dioxin-like PCBs.

Other COCs that were identified include, but are not limited to:
dioxins, furans, VOCs (such as benzene, 1,1-DCE, PCE, TCE, vinyl
chloride), SVOCs and pesticides (such as aldrin, dieldrin, 4,4'-
DDT, gamma chlordane and heptachlor epoxide), PArs (such as

benzo (a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, and dibenzc (a,h)anthracene)
and inorganics (such as arsenic and lead). To de:ermine what
chemicals were of concern at the Site, each chemical detected was
compared against criteria that included potential toxicity,
frequency of detection, historical use at the Site, and
exceedance of risk-based screening criteria. The 70Cs and the
range of detected concentrations at the Site are identified in
Appendix II, Table 1.

The exposure point concentrations (EPCs) for the C(Cs, by media,
are presented in Appendix II, Table 1. The EPCs ar=z the
estimated concentrations in surface and subsurface soil, soil
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vapors (based on modeling) and dust on indoor surfaces, at the
point of human contact, and are used in the exposure assessment
component of the quantitative risk evaluation. The EPCs
represent current and future exposure locations.

For the purpose of the BHHRA, the facility property was divided
into two areas, denoted Area A (generally the western, developed
part of the property) and Area B (generally the eastern,
undeveloped part of the property), reflecting the historical
property usage. The data was subsequently subdivided by type:
surface soil, all soil (surface soil combined with subsurface
soil samples) and building dust samples, resulting in a total of
five data sets. ‘

The statistical analysis identified a number of data points that
were considered statistical outliers within the data sets.
Therefore, for those data sets, one chemical-specific point EPC
was calculated including the outliers and another EPC was
calculated excluding the outliers to provide the range of EPCs
that are used in the calculation of risks. (The results are
discussed below in the section on risk characterization.)

Exposure Assessment

Consistent with Superfund policy and guidance, the BHHRA is a
baseline risk assessment and therefore, assumes, no remediation
to control or mitigate hazardous substance releases and no
institutional controls. Cancer risks and non-c:incer hazard
indices were calculated based on an estimate of the reasonable
maximum exposure (RME) expected to occur under cirrent and fature
conditions at the industrial park. The RME is d:fined as the
highest exposure that is reasonably expected to c¢ccur at a site.
EPA also estimated cancer risks and non-cancer hézard indices
based on central tendency, or average, exposures a2t the Site.

The CDE facility is bounded by residential, comme:cial, and
municipal properties. Based on the identified cuirent and
potential future land uses, the populations most likely to be
exposed are: >

. Current youth trespasser (ages 10 to 18 ‘jears) and
outdoor Site workers exposed to surface s0il;
. Current/future indoor Site workers exposed to building

dust and Site soils and potentlally, throagh soil vapor
intrusion to VOCs;

. Future youth trespasser (10 to 18 years) :«:xposed to
surface and subsurface soil; and
. Future outdoor Site worker and constructicn worker

exposed to surface and subsurface soil.
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The Conceptual Site Model that includes the rationale for
inclusion or exclusion of exposure pathways is provided in
Appendix II, Table 2.

Toxicity Assessment

The toxicity assessment determines the types of adverse health
effects potentially associated with exposures to contaminants at
the Site and the relationship between the magnitude of exposure
(dose) and severity of adverse effects (response).

Toxicity data for the human health risk assessment were obtained
from EPA’'s Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), EPA’s
consensus database for toxicity information. 1In the absence of
an IRIS value, toxicity information was obtained from the EPA’s
Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) with updates by
EPA’s National Center for Environmental Assessment, as
appropriate. Chemicals lacking toxicity values were evaluated
qualitatively. The toxicity values and sources of toxicity
values are presented in Appendix II, Table 3 (chronic non-cancer
toxicity data summary including the Reference Dose and Reference
Concentrations and associated critical effects) and Table 4
(cancer toxicity data summary including Weight »f Evidence and
Cancer Slope Factors).

Consistent with guidance provided in the 1996 re:ssessment of the
cancer toxicity of PCBs, separate analyses were conducted for
dioxin-like PCBs and non-dioxin-like PCBs and the results of
these analyses are provided in the Tables. In adliition, cancer
risks were also calculated for total PCBs. The risks from total
PCBs are presented in the tables and were used to calculate the
total cancer risks. The results of 'the analysis o’ the dioxin-
like and non-dioxin-like PCBs are also presented i:: the Tables.

For the dioxin-assessment, the BHHRA evaluated the risks from
exposure to mixtures of PCDDs and PCDFs based on thzir predicted
toxicity relative to 2,3,7,8-TCDD. The concept of loxicity
Equivalence Factors (TEFs) was also applied. The Wcrld Health
Organization TEFs, identified in EPA”s draft Dioxin Reassessment
were used in the calculation of the dioxin TEFs.

At the time of the toxicity assessment in 2002, lead was
evaluated based on the range of concentrations identified using
default parameters in the Adult Lead Model (i.e., 75C to 17,500
ppm). At the time of the assessment, the average value of 1,250
ppm was used as a comparison value for the average lead
concentrations found in soil.
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Risk Characterization

The BHHRA estimates the potential cancer risks and non-cancer
health hazards to human health if no remedial action occurs. A
more detailed discussion of the baseline risk assessment can be
found in Section 6 of the RI.

For carcinogens, risks are generally expressed as the incremental
probability cof an individual developing cancer over a lifetime as
a result of exposure to a carcinogen. Excess lifetime cancer
risk is calculated from the following equation:

Risk = CDI x CSF

where: Risk = a unitless probability (e.g., 1 x 107 or
one in 10,000) of an individual’s developing
cancer
CDI = Chronic Daily Intake averaged over 70 years
(mg/kg-day)
CSF = Cancer Slope Factor, expressed as
(mg/kg-day)*

These risks are probabilities that usually are e.pressed in
scientific notation (such as 1 x 10™). An exces: lifetime
cancer risk of 1 x 10 indicates that one additicnal incidence
of cancer may occur in a population of 10,000 peojle who are
exposed under the exposure conditions identified :n the BHHRA.
As stated in the NCP, the acceptable risk range fc- site-related
exposures is 107 to 10°® (or one in 10,000 to one i1 a million).

Results of the risk assessment indicate that the cezicer risk
estimates were above the risk range for current anc future
trespassers, current and future Sitezworkers (indoo:- and’
outdoor), and future construction workers, from the contaminated
soils and building dust. For example, results of tle risk
assessment indicate that the cancer risk estimates for the
current trespasser and outdoor Site worker from the :ontaminated
soils in the eastern portion of the Site (including —he _
outliers), identified as Area B in the BHHRA, are 6.0 x 1072 and
2.4 x 107!, respectively. The cancer risks for the tr:spasser and
outdoor worker from the contaminated soils in Area B, not
including the risk associated with dioxin-like and noi-dioxin-
like PCBs, are 3.6 x 1072 and 1.4 x 107%, respectively. The
cancer risk estimate for the future trespasser and ouidoor Site
worker from the contaminated soils in Area B (includirg the
outliers) are 6.0 x 102 and 2.4 x 107!, respectively. The cancer
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risk estimated for the future construction worker from the
contaminated soils in Area B (including the outliers) is 2.8 x
102, The cancer risks for the future construction worker in
Area B, not including the risk associated with dioxin-like and
non-dioxin-like PCBs, is 3.0 x 1073,

Results of the risk assessment indicate that the cancer risk
estimates are within the acceptable risk range for the current
and future indoor Site worker in Area A (1.2 x10%) . 1In
addition, the cancer risk estimates are within the acceptable
risk range for the future construction worker (1.8 z 107°) when
evaluating exposure to both the surface and subsurface soil in
Area A (without the outliers). The RME calculated risks outside
EPA’s acceptable risk range for each of the populations evaluated
in the BHHRA are presented in Appendix II, Table 5. The central
tendency exposure-calculated risks are presented in Appendix II,
Table 6. These risk estimates are based on current reasonable
maximum exposure scenarios and were developed by taking into
account default exposure assumptions about the frequency and
duration of an individual’s exposure to the surface and
subsurface soils, building dust, as well as the toxicity of the
contaminants of concern.

The potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated by
comparing an exposure level over a chronic time poeriod of seven
years or more, with a reference dose (RfD) derivec for a similar
exposure period. An RfD represents a level that a: individual
may be exposed to that is not expected to cause an'' deleterious
health effects. The ratio of the exposure dose to the reference
dose is called a Hazard Quotient (HQ). An HQ of less than ox
equal to 1 indicates that the exposure dose is less than or equal
to the RfD, and that noncarcinogenic health effects are unlikely
to occur. The Hazard Index for an exposure pathway is generated
by summing the HQs for all chemicals of concern for i singular
pathway and across pathways of exposufe. An HI of l:.ss than or
equal to 1 indicates that noncarcinogépic health effccts are
unlikely to occur. A Hazard Index of greater than 1 indicates
the likelihood that site-related exposures may result in
noncarcinogenic health effects. i
The HQ is calculated as follows: '

HQ = CDI/RfD

]

where: HQ = hazard quotient
CDI = chronic daily intake (mg/kg-day)
RfD = reference dose (mg/kg-day)
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In the evaluation of non-cancer human health hazards, EPA found
that the non-cancer Hazard Indices for the future trespasser and
the outdoor Site worker from the contaminated soils in Area B,
the eastern portion of the Site (including the outliers), are
1,100 and 1,700, respectively. The non-cancer Hazard Index for
the future construction worker from the contaminated soils in
Area B is 3,800. The non-cancer Hazard Index for the current and
future indoor Site worker is 150. The non-cancer Hazard Index
for the future construction worker when evaluating exposure to
both the surface and subsurface soil in Area A is 21. This
information is presented in Appendix II, Tables 7 and 8. The
calculated Hazard Indices for each of the receptors evaluated all
exceed EPA’s goal of protection of 1.

The evaluation of lead indicated an average concentration of
11,000 ppm in soil in Area A and an average indoor dust
concentration of 5,248 ppm, exceeding the average concentration
of 1,250 ppm recommended based on default values calculated using
the Adult Lead Model.

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this
evaluation, as in all such assessments, are subject to a wide
variety of uncertainties. 1In general, the main souvrces of
uncertainty include:

. environmental chemistry sampling and analysis;

. environmental parameter measurement;

. fate and transport modeling; ..
. exposure parameter estimation; and

. toxicological data.

Uncertainty in environmental sampling arises in part ~rom the
potentially uneven distribution of chemicals in the m:dia
sampled. Consequently, there is significant uncertainty as to
the actual levels present. For example, the small numoer of soil
samples for certain analytes (i.e., dioxins/furans) or media
(i.e., surface soil in Area A) limited the amount of data
available for use in the risk assessment. Confidence :n risk
estimates typically increases with increasing sample s::ze.
Incorporation of more data may increase, decrease, or hive no
effect on risk estimates. :
Environmental chemistry analysis error can stem from several
sources including the errors inherent in,the analytical methods
and characteristics of the matrix being sampled.
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Uncertainties in the exposure assessment are related to estimates
of how often an individual would actually come in contact with
the chemicals of concern, the period of time over which such
exposure would occur, and in the models used to estimate the
concentrations of the chemicals of concern at the point of
exposure. During the evaluation of chemicals found in Site
soils, the statistical analysis identified a number of data
points that were considered statistical outliers. To calculate
an EPC, a statistical analysis of the upper confidence limit on
the mean was conducted based on the full data set including the
outliers and a second EPC was calculated using a data set that
excluded the outliers. In most cases, the data set with outliers
contributed significantly to the calculated non-cancer health
hazards and cancer risks. Both EPC data sets, including outliers
and excluding outliers, were used to calculate the non-cancer
health hazards and cancers risks. As a result, the risk
assessment provides ranges of risks and hazards to the Site
receptors.

In order to reduce the uncertainty associated with models used in
the risk assessment, site-specific parameters were used, where
applicable. For example, the Johnson and Ettinger Model for
subsurface vapor intrusion to buildings was used tn evaluate the
soil-to-indoor-air pathway. This model is considered to be
conservative and may overestimate the levels of COCs in the
indoor air. However, site-specific parameters were used in the
model, where available, reducing the level of uncertainty
assoclated with this model.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both
from animals to humans and from high to low doses of i:xposure, as
well as in the difficulties of assessing the toxicity of a
mixture of chemicals. For example, due to the high
concentrations of PCBs and the resultant high Hazard Cuotient and
Hazard Index values, there is uncertainty associated w..th the
estimated Hazard Quotient and Hazard Index values, prinarily due
to potential unknown dose-response mechanisms at these
concentrations. However, although the hazard may be ovar- or
underestimated, the magnitude of exceedance of EPA’s beichmark of
acceptable non-cancer hazard indicates the likelihood of non-
cancer health effects associated with industrial exposuire to Site
soils. :

The toxicity values used in the risk assessment represen: the
most current values recommended by EPA. The uncertainti:s
surrounding the cancer slope factor estimgtes extend in .>oth
directions (i.e., possible underestimate or overestimate of
cancer potency factors). The cancer slope factors reprecent
plausible upper bound estimates, which mean that the EPA is
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reasonably confident that the actual cancer risks will not exceed
the estimated risk calculated using the cancer slope factor, but
it may be lower. : ’

Therefore, these uncertainties are addressed by making health
protective assumptions concerning risk and exposure parameters
throughout the assessment. More specific information concerning
public health risks, including a quantitative evaluation of the
degree of risk associated with various exposure pathways, is
presented in the risk assessment report, which is part of the
Administrative Record for the Site.

Ecological Risk Assessment

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related
ecological risks for a reasonable maximum exposure scenario:

1) Problem Formulation - a qualitative evaluation of contaminant
release, migration, and fate; identification of contaminants of
concern, receptors, exposure pathways, and known ecological
effects of the contaminants; and selection of endpoints for
further study.

2) Exposure Assessment - a gquantitative evaluation «f contaminant
release, migration, and fate; characterization of ex osure
pathways and receptors; and measurement or estimatior of exposure
point concentrations.

3) Ecological Effects Assessment - literature reviews, field
studies, and toxicity tests, linking contaminant concenatrations
to effects on ecological receptors.

4) Risk Characterization - measurement Or estimation o: both
current and future adverse effects. N

An ecological risk assessment (ERA) was performed at th: former
CDE facility. The objective of the ERA was to assess pctential
risks to terrestrial receptors from contaminants found et the
Site. The ecological assessment consisted of a number cf field
investigations including a wetland investigation, a terr:strial
and aquatic habitat characterization, a wildlife survey, and a
floodplain assessment. In addition, an evaluation of documented
endangered and threatened species in the vicinity of the former
CDE facility was conducted. The ecological risk assessment
considered the facility soils as the primaiy medium of concern.
Although no significant habitat for ecological receptors iras
identified in the developed portion of the facility, the
undeveloped portion of the industrial park was deemed to support
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a diverse assemblage of wildlife and as representing significant
~habitat for ecological receptors. Based on the ERA, ecological
receptors associated with the undeveloped areas of the facility
property may be at excess risk from site-related contaminants.
An ERA for the Bound Brook will be conducted as part of the

operable unit that includes surface water and associated
wetlands.

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Remedial Action Objectives (RAQs) are specific goals to protect
human health and the environment. These objectives are based on
available information and standards such as applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) and risk-based
levels established in the risk assessment.

The following remedial action objectives for contaminated soils
and buildings will address the human health risks and
environmental concerns at the former CDE facility:

. Reduce or eliminate exposure to contaminated soils and
building material to levels that are protective of
commercial or industrial use, and protective oI the
environment; -

. Prevent/minimize migration of contamination to te Bound
Brook from surface soils; and

. Reduce or eliminate the migration &f Site contamiiants from
soil and debris to the groundwater. .

In evaluating how best to achieve these RAOs, the plann-:d
redevelopment contemplated by the Borough of South Plai field is
a significant consideration. The Borough of South Plaii field has
communicated its intention to pursue the redevelopment (f the
former CDE facility for commercial/retail-uses, and EPA 1as
developed Remediation Goals that would be protective und:r a
current-use scenario and a redevelopment 3cenario, but t.iat would
not allow for unrestricted use of the property (e.g., re:idential
use would not be contemplated).

EPA’s August 1990 guidance entitled “A guide on Remedial ’ctions
at Superfund Sites with PCB contamination”‘>recommends a c. eanup
goal between 10 - 25 ppm for commercial/industrial properties.
For this Site, EPA has selected a Remediation Goal of 10 pom for
PCBs for direct contact with soils. The State of New Jersz2y has
developed a State-wide non-residential direct contact soil
cleanup criterion for PCBs of 2 ppm for commercial/industr.al

22

500029



properties, which is a “To Be Considered” criterion. EPA has
evaluated the extent of surface soil PCB contamination at the CDE
Site and estimates that 96 percent of the surface soil exceeds
NJDEP’'s 2 ppm cleanup criteria, whereas 92 percent of the Site
surface area exceeds EPA’s 10 ppm cleanup goal. This very small
difference in area, coupled with the comprehensive redevelopment
plans proposed by the Borough, indicate that a remedy preventing
direct contact with contaminated soil using EPA’s 10 ppm
Remediation Goal would be adequately protective to NJDEP’s more
stringent 2 ppm criterion.

The RI concluded that the Site poses a potential threat of off-
site contaminant migration to the Bound Brook through surface
run-off or the existing drainage system, but not through
subsurface or groundwater migration. Thus, remedies addressing
surface soils would also require measures to manage/prevent off-
site migration to the Bound Brook.

EPA has identified principal threat wastes at the CDE Site: soils
and debris contaminated with elevated levels of PCBs and VOCs
that act as “source materials” because this material contains
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants that are
considered a reservoir for migration of contaminatior to
groundwater. Principal threat wastes are those sourc. materials
considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile that generally
-cannot be reliably contained or would present a signif. cant risk
to human health or the environment should exposure occir.

EPA’'s 1990 PCB guidance states that princ¢ipal threats will
include contaminated soils at concentrations greater thin or,
equal to 500 ppm PCBs at commercial or industrial sites, and EPA
has identified this as the principal threat Remediation 5o0al for
soils at the Site. New Jersey has also developed an imp..ct-to-
groundwater cleanup criterion for VOCs in soils, which E:A has
identified as a Remediation Goal for the Site to address soils
that may act as a continuing source of groundwater contamination.

EPA’s April 1998 guidance entitled “Approach for Addressii.g
Dioxin in Soil at CERCLA and RCRA Sites” recommends that, for
commercial/industrial exposure scenarios, a range of 5 ppt to 20
ppb (TEQs) should generally be used as a starting point fo-
setting Remediation Goals for sites with diéxin in surface soil.
Very limited dioxin testing has been performed to date, anc
additional testing will be required to confirm that dioxin is a
concern at the Site. For this Site, EPA has selected a
Remediation Goal of 5 ppb for dioxin in soils.

While other contaminants, such as arsenic and lead, were
identified in the risk assessment as incremental contributors to
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the direct contact risks posed by the Site, EPA has not
identified specific Remediation Goals for these other
contaminants because the primary risk driver, PCBs, is ubiquitous
across the Site, and EPA expects that remedies that adequately
address the risks posed by PCBs will also address these other
contaminants.

DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

CERCLA requires that each remedial alternative be protective of
human health and the environment, be cost effective, comply with
other statutory laws, and utilize permanent solutions and
alternative treatment technologies and resource recovery
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. 1In addition,
CERCLA includes a preference for the use of treatment as a
principal element for the reduction of toxicity, mobility or
volume of hazardous substances.

CERCLA requires that if a remedial action is selected that
results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants
remaining at a site above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure, EPA must review the action no less often
than every five years after initiation of the action. In
addition, institutional controls (e.g., -a deed notice, an
easement or a covenant) to limit the use of portions oif the
property may be required. These use restrictions are d: scussed
in each alternative as appropriate. The decision as to what kind
of restriction is needed may need to wait until after-coipletion
of the remedial alternative selected in the ROD. Consis ent with
expectations set out in the NCP, none of the remedial * .
alternatives evaluated for OU2 rely exclusively on instititional
controls to achieve protectiveness. The time frames belo ' for
construction do not include the time for remedial design ¢r the
time to procure contracts.

The remedial alternatives evaluated for OU2 were limited for
several reasons. For example, although several different iiethods
are available to decontaminate PCB-contaminated building surfaces
(i.e., vacuum/pressure wash, acid etch, scarification and
wipe/solvent wash), these methods were evaluated as a singlz
alternative to allow the parties performing the work the
flexibility to select the most appropriate méthod based on the
specific conditions encountered in each of the buildings.

Due to the chemical and physical heterogeneity of the
contaminated soil, the alternatives that could permanently

address the facility soil were limited. Chemical characteristics
of the soil include PCBs, VOCs, SVOCs, and metals. Physical
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characteristics of the so0il include the presence of man-made fill
(gravel, cinders, ash, slag) and debris (brick, glass fragments,
wood, metal fragments, capacitors). Since principal threat
wastes are associated with 0U2, treatment of the contaminated
soil was considered as a principal element of some of the
alternatives developed for 0U2.

Common Elements

Several of the soil alternatives include common components.
Alternatives S-2 through S$-5 require the excavation of the
capacitor disposal area and off-site disposal of approximately
7,500 cubic yards of soil and debris found therein (see Appendix
I, Figure 4). Although the capacitor disposal area poses a
principal threat, treatment of all of the excavated debris was
not considered because of the nature of the waste, which 1is
primarily debris, and not amenable to treatment. The Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA) and the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) are federal laws that mandate procedures for
managing, treating, transporting, storing, and disposing of
hazardous substances. The excavated soil and debris from the
capacitor disposal area, with PCB concentrations greater than 50
ppm would be transported to a TSCA landfill. Any other
contaminated soils that are transported off-site for disposal
would be subject to RCRA disposal regulations.

Since contaminants will remain in soil above levels that would
allow for unrestricted use, Alternatives S-2 through S-5 all
require that institutional controls be employed to ensure that
any future Site activities will be performed with knowled.e bf
the Site conditions and implementation of appropriate health and
safety controls, and to prohibit future unrestricted use of the
property. In addition, since Alternatives 3-1 through S-5 result
in contaminants remaining on-site, a review of the Site at least
every 5 years will be required. The anticipated future uses for
the industrial park being considered by the Borough of South
Plainfield are consistent with the future-use scenario
incorporated in Alternatives S-2 through S-5.

Alternatives S-3 through S-5 require contaminated soils
containing less than 500 ppm, but greater than 10 ppm PCBs to be
capped with a multi-layer cap. Hardscape (i.e., that part o’ the
Site consisting of structures, parking areas and walkways, mide
with hard materials) could be used in place of capping.

Due to the limited dioxin data collected at the Site,
Alternatives S-2 through S-5 would require additional soil
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sampling to determine if dioxins and furans would need to be
addressed independent of the PCB contamination.

Some of the structures at the industrial park have the potential
to qualify as historic properties because of the activities of
the Spicer Manufacturing Corporation. As a result, further
investigation must be performed to determine if the on-site
structures qualify as historic properties. Since all of the
active remedial alternatives would affect the structures to some
degree, if any structure qualifies as an historic property, it
will be necessary to develop an approach to mitigate the effects
of the remedial action. It is expected that such an approach
would involve performing additional historical research and
recordation of the structures.

Based on the results of the Stage IA Cultural Resource
Investigation, the southeastern portion of the facility property
may contain former land surfaces and associated cultural
resources that relate to pre-historic and/or early historic time
periods. Alternatives S-2 through S-5 may expose or disturb
archeological/cultural resources that may be eligible for the
NRHP. If eligible subsurface archeological sites are discovered
within the facility property, and the remedial alternctive will
affect these significant properties, than an approach, such as
data recovery, would be developed to resolve or mitigate the
effects of the remedial action.

Because the Borough of South Plainfield’s-redevelopment pnlans
anticipate commercial reuse of the property, EPA conside "ed the
potential for vapor intrusion of VOCs from residual ..
contamination. EPA concluded that vapor intrusion may pcse a
human health concern under various future-use scenarios. While
EPA expects that Alternatives S-2 through S-5 would subst..ntially
reduce the potential for vapor intrusion, vapor mitigatior
systems would need to be evaluated for on-site buildings unader
any of the remedial alternatives for soils.’ '

Remedial alternatives for OU2 soils are presented below:

Alternative S-1: No Action

Capital Cost: $0
Annual Operation and Maintenance: $0
Present Worth: $0
Estimated Construction Time frame: None

Regulations governing the Superfund program generally‘require
that the “no action” alternative be evaluated to establish a
baseline for comparison. Under this alternative, EPA would iake
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no action at the Hamilton Industrial Park to prevent exposure to
the soil contamination and the contaminated soil would be left in
place. Existing temporary measures (i.e., paving and fencing)
would provide limited protectiveness, if maintained. }
Redevelopment of the industrial park would pose a high risk of
direct contact exposure to construction workers and future users,
and may exacerbate off-site contaminant migration.

Alternative S-2: Excavation/Off-Site Disposal/Institutional

Controls
Capital Cost: : $111, 000,000
Annual Operation and Maintenance (30 years): $124,000
Present Worth: $114, 000,000
Estimated Construction Time frame: 2 years

This alternative consists of the excavation of soils containing
PCBs at concentrations greater than 10 ppm and contaminated soils
that exceed New Jersey’s Impact to Groundwater Soil Cleanup
Criteria (IGWSCC) for contaminants other than PCBs. Under this
alternative, an estimated 278,500 cubic yards of contaminated
soil would be excavated and transported off-site for proper
disposal at a RCRA or TSCA-regulated landfill, as appro»riate,
based on the concentrations of PCBs in the excavated soils (see
Appendix I, Figure 5). This would include an estimated 7,500
cubic yards of contaminated soil and debris from the capecitor
disposal areas that would be excavated and transported off-site
for disposal. If necessary, in order to meet the requirerents of
the disposal facilities, contaminated soil would be treat¢d prior
to land disposal using a technology from among the range cf *-
technologies identified in the OU2 Feasibility Study.

Post-excavation sampling would be performed to confirm that the
specified cleanup levels have been achieved.” Any cleanup lzavel
exceedances detected during the post-excavation confirmator:s
sampling would result in additional excavatién, treatment (. f
necessary), and off-site disposal. Once excavation activities
had been completed, the excavations would be backfilled with
clean soil or non-contaminated on-site soils that had been
excavated (i.e., soils excavated to reach contaminated soils at
depth) and the surface would be paved and/or vegetated based on
the planned future uses. t

Alternative S-2 would result in soil contaminated with PCBs
remaining on-site at levels that would not allow for unrestricted
use. Therefore, engineering and institutional controls would be
employed to ensure that any future Site activities would be
performed with knowledge of the Site conditions and

27

500034



implementation of appropriate health and safety controls, and to
prohibit future unrestricted use of the property.

Alternative S-3: “Principal Threat” Excavation; Off-Site
Disposal/Multi-laver Cap/Institutional

Controls
Capital Cost: $58,000,000
Annual Operation and Maintenance (30 years): $560,000
Present Worth: $72,000, 000
Estimated Construction Time frame: 1l to 2 years

This alternative consists of the excavation of soils containing
PCBs at concentrations greater than 500 ppm and contaminated -
soils that exceed New Jersey’s IGWSCC for contaminants other than
PCBs. Under this alternative, an estimated 114,500 cubic yards
of contaminated soil would be excavated and transported off-site
for proper disposal at a TSCA-regulated landfill (see Appendix I,
Figure 6). This amount would include an estimated 7,500 cubic
yards of contaminated soil and debris from the capacitor disposal
areas that would be excavated and transported off-site for
disposal. If necessary, in order to meet the requirements of the
disposal facilities, contaminated soil would be treated »rior to
land disposal using a technology from among the range of
technologies identified in the 0U2 Feasibility Study.

Contaminated soils containing less than 500 ppm, but great:r than
10 ppm PCBs, would be capped through the use of a multi-laer
cap. Hardscape (i.e., that part of the Site consisting of
structures, parking areas and walkways, made with hard mate-ials)
could be used in place of capping. The total area to be cajped
would be approximately 20 acres.

In some instances, contaminated soil could be re-used on-sit:.
For example, soil with contaminant concentrations below the
specified cleanup levels that had been excavated to remove mcre
contaminated soil located at depth might be reused as fill urder
the multi-layer cap.

Alternative S-3 would result in soil contaminated with PCBs . .
remaining on-site at levels that would not allow for unrestricted
use. Therefore, engineering and institutional controls would be
employed to ensure that any future Site activities would be
performed with knowledge of the Site conditions and

implementation of appropriate health and safety controls, and 1o
prohibit future unrestricted use of the property.
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Alternative S—4:4§bil Vapor Extraction/Solidification/Multi-Laver

Cap/Institutional Controls

Capital Cost: $25,000,000
Annual SVE Operating Cost (4 years): $330,000
Annual QOperation and Maintenance (30 years): $440,000
Present Worth: $36,000,000
Estimated Construction Time frame: 2 to 3 years

This alternative consists of a combination of technclogies to
address the contaminated soils at the former CDE facility. In
order to address VOCs above IGWSCC, this alternative includes
installation of a soil vapor extraction (SVE) system. In
addition, this alternative includes the solidification of soils
with PCBs at concentrations greater than 500 ppm. Approximately
107,000 cubic yards of soil would be solidified. This
alternative also includes the excavation of the capacitor
disposal area and off-site disposal of approximately 7,500 cubic
yards of soil and debris found therein. 1If necessary, in order
to meet the requirements of the disposal facilities, contaminated
soil would be treated prior to land disposal using a technology
from among the range of technologies identified in the 0U2
Feasibility Study.

Contaminated soils containing less than 500-ppm, but greatz:r than
10 ppm PCBs, would be capped through the use of a multi-layer
cap. Hardscape (i.e., that part of the Site consisting of
structures, parking areas and walkways, made with hard mate -ials)
could be used in place of capping. The total area to be cajped
would be approximately 20 acres.

Alternative S-4 would result in soil contaminated with PCBs
remaining on-site at levels that would not allow for unrestricted
use. Therefore, engineering and institutional controls woulc be
employed to ensure that any future Site activities would be
performed with knowledge of the Site conditions and
implementation of appropriate health and safety controls, and to
prohibit future unrestricted use of the property.

Alternative S-5: lLow Temperature Thermal DesorptlonZMultl Lave :
' Cap/Institutional Controls

Capital Cost: $40,000, 000

Annual LTTD Operating Cost (4.5 years): $142,000

Annual Operation and Maintenance (30 years): $440,000

Present Worth: $52,000,000

Estimated Construction Time frame: 5 to 7 years
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This alternative consists of the thermal desorption of
approximately 107,000 cubic yards of soil containing PCBs at
concentrations greater than 500 ppm and contaminated soils that
exceed IGWSCC for contaminants other than PCBs. This alternative
would require the construction and operation of a Low Temperature
Thermal Desorption (LTTD) unit at the Site. LTTD is a physical
separation process, whereby contaminants are typically destroyed
in a combustion chamber and the off-gas is treated. Under this
alternative, contaminated soils would be treated on-site. The
excavated areas would be backfilled with the treated soils. 1In
addition, an estimated 7,500 cubic yards of contaminated soil and
debris from the capacitor disposal areas would be excavated and
transported off-site for disposal.

For cost-estimation purposes, the FS assumed that all of the
107,000 cubic yards of soil would be amenable to on-site
treatment; however, several factors may limit the ability of an
on-site LTTD unit to accommodate this entire volume. The
capacitor disposal areas have already been excluded from the
treatable soil volume in this Alternative, but other soil
handling factors (additional debris, mixed PCB and VOC
contamination) may preclude the cost-effective treatment of some
soil. Also, the PCB contaminant levels vary widely across the
Site, and the most highly-contaminated soils may not be
effectively treated with an on-site unit. Off-site disposal
would be required for these soils that are not amenable to
treatment. Alternative S-5 assumes that the volume of soils sent
off-site for disposal would be far more limited than under t.:e
§-3/8-5 Hybrid Alternative discussed below.

Contaminated soils containing less than 500 ppm, but greater ‘han
10 ppm PCBs, would be capped through the use of a multi-layer
cap. Hardscape (i.e., that part of the Site consisting of
structures, parking areas and walkways, made with hard materiels)
could be used in place of capping. The total area to be cappel
is approximately 20 acres.

Alternative S-5 would result in soil contaminated with PCBs
remaining on-site at levels that would not allow for unrestrictad
use. Therefore, engineering and institutional controls would b»>
employed to ensure that any future Site activities would be
performed with knowledge of the Site conditions and
implementation of appropriate health and safety controls, and tc
prohibit future unrestricted use of the property.
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S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative: “Principal Threat” Excavation; Low
Temperature Thermal Desorption/QOff-Site

Disposal/Multi~-Laver Cap/Institutional

Controls
Capital Cost: $51,000,000
Annual LTTD Operating Cost (3 years): $142,000
Annual Operation and Maintenance (30 years): $440,000
Present Worth: $62,000,000
Estimated Construction Time frame: 2 to 3 years

In the Proposed Plan for 0OU2, EPA identified as the preferred
alternative for soils a combination, or hybrid, of Alternatives
S-3 and S-5. This alternative requires excavation of the
approximately 107,000 cubic yards of soil containing PCBs at
concentrations greater than 500 ppm and contaminated soils that
exceed IGWSCC for contaminants other than PCBs. The excavated
soil that is suitable for thermal desorption would be treated
using a LTTD unit, and the soil that cannot be successfully
treated using LTTD would be transported off-site for disposal.

This alternative would reguire the construction and operation of
a LTTD unit at the Site. LTTD is a physical separation process,
whereby contaminants are typically destroyed in a combustion
chamber and the off-gas is treated. This alternative assumes
that half the 107,000 cubic yards of excavated soils would b=»
treated on-site, and the other half will be transported off-:ite
for disposal. The excavated areas would be backfilled with tae
treated soils. In addition, an estimated 7,500 cubic yards o:
contaminated soil and debris from the capacitor disposal area.
would be excavated and transported off-site for disposal.

Whether the excavated soil is treated using the LTTD unit will
depend on factors such as the levels of debris found in the so..l,
the presence of high concentrations of PCBs which would require
very long residence times, and the presence of high VOC
concentrations that might result in excessive vapor releases
during soils handling in preparation for the LTTD unit. Off-site
disposal would be required for these soils that are not amenable
to treatment or cannot be treated cost-effectively.

Contaminated soils containing less than 500 ppm, but greater thar
10 ppm PCBs, would be capped through the use of a multi-layer
cap. Hardscape (i.e., that part of the Site consisting of
structures, parking areas and walkways, made with hard materials)
could be used in place of capping. The total area to be capped
is approximately 20 acres.

The S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative would result in soil contaminated
with PCBs remaining on-site at levels that would not allow for
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unrestricted use. Therefore, engineering and institutional
controls would be employed to ensure that any future Site
activities would be performed with knowledge of the Site
conditions and implementation of appropriate health and safety
controls, and to prohibit future unrestricted use of the
property. ‘

Remedial alternatives for OU2 buildings are presented below:

Alternative B-1: No Action

Capital Cost: SO
Annual Operation and Maintenance: $O
Present Worth: $0
Estimated Construction Time frame: None

Regulations governing the Superfund program generally require
that the “no action” alternative be evaluated to establish a
baseline for comparison. Under this alternative, EPA would take
no action at the 18 buildings located at the Hamilton Industrial
Park to prevent exposure to the contaminated structures.

Alternative B-2: Decontamination and Surface Encapsulation/
Institutional Controls

Capital Cost: ' $12,000,000
Annual Operation and Maintenance (30 years): $220,000

Present Worth: B $18,000,000
Estimated Construction Time frame: 1 to 2 years

In this alternative, surface decontamination would be combined
with surface encapsulation and institutional controls.
Decontamination involves the removal of surface contamination
from surfaces up to several centimeters in depth depending on tie
method used (i.e., vacuum/pressure wash, acid etch, scarificaticn
and wipe/solvent wash). In many cases, extensive decontamination
would be required to render buildings acceptable for future use.
Surface encapsulation (e.g., epoxy coating) allows PCB-
contaminated porous surfaces to be managed in place while the
buildings remain in service, provided that the buildings are
surface washed, encapsulated, and marked to indicate the presence
of PCBs.

This alternative would also include long-term sampling and
monitoring to assess any changes in Site conditions. Five-year
reviews, as required by CERCLA, would also be performed to assess
the need for future remedial actions. Public awareness programs
would be implemented to inform the public and local officials
about potential hazards posed by exposure to the contaminated

32
500039



buildings materials. In addition, institutional controls would
be employed to ensure that any future Site activities would be
performed with knowledge of the Site conditions and
implementation of appropriate health and safety controls, and
that the buildings would not be used for any purposes that would
be inconsistent with the continued presence of PCBs within the
building materials, such as residential use. These institutional
controls would likely include: 1) an informational notice
concerning the Site conditions; and 2) a legal restriction on the
future use of the facility property.

In order to implement this alternative, some or all of the

tenants at the Hamilton Industrial Park would need to be
relocated pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act.

Alternative B-3: Demolition/Off-Site Disposal

Capital Cost: $7,000,000
Annual Operation and Maintenance: S0

Present Worth: $7,000,000
Estimated Construction Time frame: 1 to 2 years

This alternative consists of the demolition of the 18 buildings
located at the Hamilton Industrial Park. Approximately 22,000
tons of debris would be transported off-site for disposal. S'nce
the debris would be disposed of off-site, it is anticipated tlat
there would be no need for institutional controls, no five-yeerv
review requirement, and no long-term monitoring requirement in
connection with the building structures. Five-year reviews of
the Site itself would still be necessary. .

Debris designated for off-site disposal would be subjected to
analysis for disposal parameters and transported off-site for
treatment (as necessary) and disposal in accordance with
applicable regulations. During the remedial design,
decontamination prior to demolition could be considered to reduc:
the quantity of hazardous waste. Non-contaminated building
debris could be recycled and could be reused on the Site.

In order to implement this alternative, eligible tenants at the
Hamilton Industrial Park would need to be relocated pursuant to
the Uniform Relocation Act.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

In selecting the remedy, EPA considered the factors set out in
CERCLA Section 121, 42 U.S.C. § 9621, by conducting a detailed
analysis of the viable remedial alternatives pursuant to the NCP,
40 CFR § 300.430(e) (9) and OSWER Directive 9355.3-01. The
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detailed analysis consisted of an assessment of the individual
alternatives against each of nine evaluation criteria and a
comparative analysis focusing upon the relative performance of
each alternative against those criteria.

Threshold Criteria - The first two criteria are known as
“threshold criteria” because they are the minimum requirements
that each response measure must meet in order to be eligible for
selection as a remedy.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses
whether or not a remedy provides adeqguate protection and
describes how risks posed through each exposure pathway (based on
a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are eliminated, reduced,
or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or
institutional controls.

Soils

Alternative S-1, the no action alternative, is not protective of
human health and the environment because it does not eliminate,
reduce, or control risk of exposure to contaminated soil throvgh
off-site disposal, treatment, engineering controls, and/or
institutional controls.

Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the $-3/S-5 Hvbrid Alternative
would provide adequate protection of human health and the
environment by eliminating, reducing, or controlling risk throucn
off-site disposal/treatment, engineering controls, and
institutional controls.

Alternative S-2, excavation and off-site disposal, would remove
soil with PCB concentrations above the Remediation Goal of 10 ppm
and, therefore, would provide the highest level of protection to
both human and environmental receptors from contact with
contaminants in the soil.

There would be no local human health or environmental impacts
associated with off-site disposal because the contaminants would
be removed from the Site to a secure location. Alternative S$-2
would eliminate the actual or potential exposure of property
owners/occupants to contaminated soils.

Alternatives S-3 through $S-5 and the $-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative
would mitigate the potential human health and ecological risks
associated with exposure to contaminated soils through the
placement of a multi-layer cap and/or hardscape, and through
institutional controls such as land-use restrictions, and public
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education. However, contaminated soils would remain in place
above the Remediation Goal for direct contact of 10 ppm for PCBs.
The protection would persist only as long as the cap was actively
maintained, since contaminants would remain, and a breach of the
cap could re-establish human and/or ecological exposure routes.

Alternatives S-2, 5-3, S-5 and the $-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative
would achieve the RAOs at the completion of construction. RAOs
would be achieved in Alternative S-4 after completion of the SVE
treatment and the subsequent solidification of the residual PCB-
contamination approximately 4 years after the initiation of
construction.

Buildings

Alternative B-1l, the no action alternative, is not protective of
human health and the environment because it does not eliminate,
reduce, or control risk of exposure to contaminated soil through
off-site disposal, treatment, engineering controls, and/or
institutional controls. 1In addition, additional migration of
contamination could occur over time under Alternative B-1 as a
result of disturbance by humans and natural processes.

Alternative B-2, decontamination and surface encapsulation, woulld
provide some protection to the tenants/occupants at the
industrial park from future exposure to contamindted buildings
through sealing the contaminated surfaces with an epoxy paint,
and through institutional controls such as use restrictions and
public education. However, contaminated building materials would
remain in place. The protection would persist only as long as
the containment measures were actively maintained, since
contaminants would remain on-site, and a breach of containment
measures could re-establish exposure routes.

Alternativé B-3, demolition and off-site disposal, would remove
contaminated buildings and, therefore, would protect both human
and environmental receptors from contact with contaminants.

There would be no local human health or environmental impacts
associated with off-site disposal because the contaminants would
be removed from the Site to a secure location. Alternative B-3
would eliminate the actual or potential human exposure to the
contaminated structures.

2. Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARARs)

Section 121 (d) of CERCLA, 42 U.S5.C. § 9621(d), and 40 CFR

§ 300.430(f) (1) (1i) (B) require that remedial actions at CERCLA

sites at least attain legally applicable or relevant and
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appropriate federal laws and state environmental or facility
siting laws, collectively referred to as "“ARARs”, unless such
ARARs are walved under CERCLA Section 121(d) (4).

Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of
control, and other substantive requirements, criteria, or
limitations promulgated under federal environmental or state
environmental or facility siting laws that specifically address a
hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action,
location, or other circumstance found at a CERCLA site. Only
those state standards that are identified by a state in a timely
manner and that are more stringent than federal requirements may
be applicable. Relevant and appropriate regquirements are those
cleanup standards, standards of control, and other substantive
requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal
environmental or state environmental or facility siting laws
that, while not "applicable” to a hazardous substance, pollutant,
contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance at
a CERCLA site, address problems or situations sufficiently
similar to those encountered at the CERCLA site that thelir use 1s
well-suited to the particular site. Only those state standards
that are identified in a timely manner and are more stringent
than federal requirements may be relevant and appropriate.

Compliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy will meet all o1
the applicable or relevant and appropriate regquirements of other
federal and state environmental .statutes or provides a basis for
invoking a waiver,

Soils

Alternative S-1 Since action-specific ARARs apply to actions
taken, they are not applicable to the no action alternative.

Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative
would comply with action-specific ARARs. Among the major ARARS

applicable to the remedial action for OU2, RCRA and TSCA are
federal laws that mandate procedures for managing, treating,
transporting, storing, and disposing of hazardous substances.

All portions of RCRA and TSCA that are applicable or relevant and
appropriate to an OU2 response action would be met by
Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative.

EPA’s August 1990 PCB guidance recommends a range between 10 and
25 ppm as a cleanup goal for commercial/industrial properties.
The State of New Jersey has developed a State-wide, non-
residential direct contact soil cleanup criterion for PCBs of 2
ppm for commercial/industrial properties, which is “To Be
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Considered” criterion. EPA has selected a Remediation Goal of 10
ppm for use in Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S$-3/S-5
Hybrid Alternative. Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S$-3/S-5
Hybrid Alternative would provide adequate protection consistent
with these guidelines.

Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative
would require the implementation of measures to protect wetlands
and endangered species, in accordance with federal and state
ARARS, such as the “Protection of Wetlands Executive Order,”
“Wetlands Protection at Superfund Sites,” the “Wetlands Act of
1970,” the “Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act Rules,” the
“Endangered Species Act,” etc.

Subsurface areas in the southeastern portion of the facility
property may contain former land surfaces and associated cultural
resources that relate to pre-historic and/or early historic time
periods. Therefore, Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the $-3/5-5
Hybrid Alternative may expose or disturb archeological/cultural
resources that may be eligible for the NRHP. 1If subsurface
archeological sites are discovered within the facility property
and determined to be eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D
(properties that have yielded or may be likely to yield
information important in prehistory or history), and if the
project would affect these significant properties, then it would
be necessary to develop an approach to resolve or mitigate the
effects of the remedial action, such as data recovery.

Buildings

Alternative B-1 would not satisfy contaminant-specific ARARs. No
action and location-specific ARARs would be triggered by the No
Action Alternative.

Alternatives B-2 and B-3 would prevent direct contact with
contaminated surfaces in excess of the Remediation Goals and
would comply with all ARARs. TSCA is an ARAR. Alternative B-2
would comply with 40 CFR 761.30(p), regarding the use of PCB-
contaminated surfaces. Under Alternative B-3, PCB-contaminated
building materials would be remediated consistent with 40 CFR
761.79. RCRA is a federal law that mandates procedures for
managing, treating, transporting, storing, and disposing of
hazardous substances. All portions of RCRA that are applicable
or relevant and appropriate would be met by Alternatives B-2 and
B-3.

Some of the structures at the industrial park have the potential
to qualify as historic properties because of the activities of
the Spicer Manufacturing Corporation. As a result, further
investigation must be performed to determine if the on-site
structures qualify as historic properties. Since Alternatives
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B-2 and B-3 would affect the structures, under either of these
alternatives it would be necessary to develop an approach to
mitigate the effects of the remedial action. It is expected that
such an approach would involve performing additional historical
research and recordation of the structures.

Primary Balancing Criteria - The next five criteria are known as
“primary balancing criteria”. These criteria are factors with
which tradeoffs between response measures are assessed so that
the best option will be chosen, given site-specific data and
conditions.

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to the ability of a
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the
environment over time, once cleanup goals have been met. It also
addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of the measures that
may be required to manage the risk posed by treatment residuals
and/or untreated wastes.

Soils
Alternative S-1 offers no long-term effectiveness and permanence.
Alternative S-2 would be most effective and permanent, as long-

term risks would be greatly reduced, since contaminated soils
would be permanently removed.

Alternative S-3 would reduce long-term risks, since highly
contaminated soils (principal threat wastes) would be removed.
Off-site treatment/disposal of the contaminated soil at a secure,
permitted hazardous waste facility is reliable because the design
of such facilities includes safeguards intended to ensure the
reliability of the technology and the security of the waste
material. Alternative S-3 relies on capping, other engineering
controls, and institutional controls to reduce future health
risks to property owners/occupants associated with exposure to
contaminated soils.

Alternative S-4 would only immobilize the principal threat waste
on the Site and would rely on the effectiveness of the SVE and
solidification technologies, capping and institutional controls
to reduce future health risks to property owners/occupants
associated with exposure to highly-contaminated soils.
Alternatives S-2, S-3, and S-5 are more protective over the long-
term than S-4 because they remove and treat the principal threat
waste.
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Alternative S-5 would reduce long-term risks, since highly
contaminated soils (principal threat wastes) would be removed and
treated on-site in a LTTD unit. Like Alternative S-3,
Alternative S-5 relies on capping, other engineering controls,
and institutional controls to reduce future health risks to
property owners/ occupants associated with exposure to
contaminated soils.

The S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative would reduce long-term risks,
since highly contaminated soils (principal threat wastes) would
be removed and either treated on-site using LTTD, or disposed of
off-site at a secure, permitted hazardous waste facility. As
noted in the discussion of Alternative S-3, the design of such
facilities includes safeguards to ensure the reliability of the
technology and the security of the waste system. The $S-3/S-5
Hybrid Alternative also relies on institutional controls to
reduce future health risks to property owners/occupants
associated with exposure to contaminated soils.

Buildings
Alternative B-1 offers no long-term effectiveness and permanence.

Alternative B-2 would not be permanent or as effective over the
long term, since the sealant would degrade over time, requiring
maintenance, and deed restrictions may not reliably reduce future
risks to property owners/occupants associated with exposure to
contaminated surfaces.

Under Alternative B-3, long-term risks would be eliminated, ‘since
contaminated buildings would be permanently removed. Off-site
treatment/disposal of the contaminated building debris at a
secure, permitted hazardous waste facility is reliable because
the design of such facilities includes safeguards intended to
ensure the reliability of the technology and the security of the
waste material.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of Contaminants
through Treatment

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment

refers to the anticipated performance of the treatment

technologies that may be included as part of a remedy.

Soils
Alternative S-1 would not achieve any reduction in the toxicity,

mobility or volume of contaminated soil, since the soil would
remain in place.
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Alternative S-2 does not include treatment as a principal
element, though the alternative would reduce contaminant mobility
through removal and disposal of the soils at an approved off-site
facility. Off-site treatment, when required, would reduce the
toxicity and volume of the contaminated soils and debris prior to
land disposal. Soils with PCB concentrations less than 50 ppm
would be excavated and transported to a RCRA landfill permitted
to accept low levels of PCB waste. Soils with PCB concentrations
greater than 50 ppm would be excavated and transported to a TSCA
landfill. It is anticipated that hazardous material would not be
destroyed under Alternatives S-2 through S-4, unless the disposal
facility required treatment prior to landfilling.

Alternative S-3 does not include treatment as a principal
element, though the alternative would reduce contaminant mobility
through removal and disposal of the soils at an approved off-site
facility. Furthermore, off-site treatment, when required, would
reduce the toxicity and volume of the contaminated soils and
debris prior to land disposal.

Alternative S-4 would result in a reduction of contaminant
toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatment by the SVE
system and excavation of the capacitor disposal areas.
Alternative S-4 would also result in a reduction of mobility, but
an increase in volume through solidification of PCB-contaminated
soils at concentrations greater than 500 ppm. Due to
uncertainties associated with the implementability of this
alternative (discussed in more detail, below), and the fact that
nearly all the contaminated soil would remain on site,
Alternative S-4 was considered the least effective at satisfwing
this criterion over the long term, when compared to the other
active remedial alternatives.

Alternative S-5 would be most effective in satisfying this
criterion, as soils that undergo thermal desorption would exhibit
a significant reduction in contaminant toxicity, mobility, and
volume.

The S-3/S-5 Hybrid ARlternative would reduce contaminant toxicity,
mobility and volume in the soils treated by LTTD. The '
contaminant mobility in the soils sent off-site for disposal
would also be reduced, and where off-site treatment was required
prior to land disposal, this alternative would also reduce the
toxicity and volume of the contaminated soils and debris.

Buildings

Alternative B-1 would not achieve any reduction in the toxicity,
mobility, or volume of contaminated building material.
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Alternative B-2 would result in a reduction of mobility through
encapsulation, but no substantial reduction. of toxicity or volume
of contaminants. '

Alternative B-3 does not include treatment as a principal
element, though the alternative would reduce contaminant mobility
through removal and disposal of the building debris at an
approved off-site facility.

5. Short-term Effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness addresses short-term risks to the
community, workers and the environment during the construction
and implementation of the remedial alternatives, and the
effectiveness and reliability of protective and mitigative
measures.

Soils

Alternative S-1, the no action alternative, poses no short-term
risks.

Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative

present short-term risks because of the potential for exposure
associated with excavation and transportation of contaminated
soils. Alternative S-2 presents the highest short-term risk
because it would require the excavation and transportation off-
site of the largest volume of contaminated soils. Alternatives
S-4 and S-5 present a higher short-term risk than Alternative S5-3
because of the greater potential for exposure associated with
treating soils on-site. Alternative S-5 would result in higher
air emissions than the other alternatives. The S-3/S-5 Hybrid
Alternative would present short-term risks associated with
excavation and handling contaminated soils on-site, including air
emissions, though the emissions would be less than those
associated with Alternative S-5. The S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative
would also present short-term risks associated with ’
transportation off-site of contaminated soil not suitable for
treatment by LTTD, though this risk would be less than the risk
presented by Alternative S5-3.

Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative
would cause an increase in truck traffic, noise and potentially
dust in the surrounding community, as well as potential impacts
to workers during the performance of the work. These potential
impacts would be created through construction activities and
exposure to the contaminated soil being excavated and handled.
However, proven procedures including engineering controls,
personnel protective equipment and safe work practices would be
used to address potential impacts to workers and the community.

41

500048



For example, under Alternatives S-2 through S-4, the work would
be scheduled to coincide with normal working hours (e.g., 8 a.m.
to 5 p.m. on week days and no work on weekends or holidays). On-
site treatment using an LTTD system, as required by Alternative
S-5, typically requires 24 hours of operation to achieve maximum
efficiency, so use of daily time constraints would reduce the
effectiveness of this technology. Operation of an LTTD system
immediately adjacent to a residential community would generate
noise and some disturbance to the community. Under the S5-3/S-5
Hybrid Alternative, the working hours for the excavation and off-
site transportation would be scheduled as under Alternative S-2.

Trucking routes with the least disruption to the surrounding
community would be utilized. Appropriate transportation safety
measures would be required during the shipping of the
contaminated soil to the off-site disposal facility.

No short-term environmental impacts would be expected from
Alternative S-1. The risk of release during implementation of
Alternatives S-2 through S-5 and the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative
is principally limited to wind-blown soil transport or surface
water runoff. Any potential environmental impacts associated
with dust and runoff would be minimized with proper installation
and implementation of dust and erosion control measures and by
performing the excavation and off-site disposal with appropriate
health and safety measures to limit the amount of material that
may migrate to a potential receptor.

Alternative S-5 and the S-3/S-5'Hybrid Alternative also present
short-term risk because of the potential for exposure associated
with treating soils on-site, and because of the potential air
emissions from the LTTD system. These risks would be mitigated
by engineering controls, use of personal protective equipment,
safe work practices and air monitoring. The S-3/S-5 Hybrid
Alternative presents less short-term risk than Alternative S-5 as
it assumes on-site treatment of a smaller volume of contaminated
soil.

The time required for implementation of Alternative S-2 is
estimated at 2 years. Alternative S-3 is estimated to take 1 to
2 years. Alternative S-4 is estimated to take 2 to 3 years, and
Alternative S-5 is estimated to take about 5 to 7 years to
implement. The estimated time required for implementation of the
S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative is 2 to 3 years. The time frame for
Alternative S-4 assumes concurrent implementation of the SVE and
solidification treatment technologies; however, the SVE treatment
may need to be completed before solidification can be undertaken
on portions of the Site, extending the time frame for this
alternative to as much as 6 to 8 years. The time frames
discussed in this section account for the time to construct each

42

500049



alternative, but not the time required for Remedial Design or
other administrative costs, or enforcement-derived delays. Even
the remedial alternatives with the shortest implementation time
frames are expected to require several years of preparation time
before they can be implemented. Alternative S-5 would have the
‘longest construction time frame. Alternative S$-5 might also
result in preconstruction delays derived from siting and air
permitting for an on-site treatment facility. Alternative S-2
and S-3 would have the shortest construction time frames and
probably would pose the fewest challenges prior to starting
construction. Alternative S-4 would require treatability studies
to determine actual construction time frames, adding a level of
uncertainty to the time frames developed in the FS, and would
also have a longer preconstruction time period than the other
alternatives that would not need treatability studies. Although
the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative would result in preconstruction
delays derived from siting and air permitting for an on-site
treatment facility, similar to Alternative S-5, EPA expects that
the time required to implement the S-3/S-5 Hybrid Alternative
would be 2 to 3 years, minimizing the impact on the community and
returning the property to the community for productive use
sooner.

EPA expects that ‘any of the remedial alternatives could be
implemented in a phased manner that would allow for the
initiation of the Borough’s redevelopment plan concurrent with
the implementation of the remedy. For example, the remedial
construction might start with the remediation of the Site at one
property line and create remediation areas for a designated
developer to then start its work. Under this scenario, the .
remedial alternatives that rely on capping would integrate the
capping requirements with the designated redevelopment
infrastructure. Alternatives S-2 and S-3 appear to offer the
fewest constraints to this joint remediation/redevelopment
approach, and Alternative S-5 the most constraints, including the
long remediation time frame and the relatively large foot print
of the LTTD unit. Alternative S-4 again has the most
uncertainties, including the sequencing of SVE (to treat VOCs)
followed by solidification (to treat PCBs), and the volume
increases attributable to solidification that might influence the
scope of the redevelopment effort.

Buildings

Alternative B-1, the no action alternative, poses no short-term
risks to the community.

Alternatives B-2 and B-3 pose short term-term risks based upon
the potential for exposure to contaminated building material and
transportation of contaminated building debris.
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Alternative B-3 would pose the greatest short-term risks, as it
would also cause an increase in truck traffic, noise and
potentially dust in the surrounding community, as well as
potential impacts to workers during the performance of the work.
These potential impacts would be created through construction
activities and exposure to the contaminated buildings being
demolished and handled. However, proven procedures including
engineering controls, personnel protective equipment and safe
work practices would be used to address potential impacts to
workers and the community.

No short-term environmental impacts would be expected from
Alternative B-1. The risk of release during implementation of
Alternatives B-2 and B-3 is principally limited to wind-blown
dust transport and surface water runoff for Alternative B-3. Any
potential environmental impacts associated with dust and runoff
would be minimized with proper installation and implementation of
dust and erosion control measures and by performing
decontamination and demolition with appropriate health and safety
measures to limit the amount of material that may migrate to a
potential receptor.

The time required for implementation of Alternatives B-2 and B-3
is estimated at one to two years. These construction time frames
do not take into consideration the time required for remedial
design or for relocation of the tenants at the industrial park
for Alternatives B-2 and B-3.

6. Implementability

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative °-
feasibility of a remedy from design through construction and
cperation. Factors such as availability of services and
materials, administrative feasibility, and coordination with
other governmental entities are considered.

Soils

Alternative S-1 requires no implementation.

Alternatives S-2 and S-3 can be implemented using conventional
equipment and services that are readily available. The personnel
required to operate the heavy equipment would require appropriate
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
certifications (e.g., hazardous waste worker), in addition to
being certified in the operation of heavy equipment. Such
individuals are readily available. Off-site hazardous and non-
hazardous treatment/disposal facilities for the disposal of the
contaminated soils are available, so disposal would be feasible.
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Alternative S-4 would require treatability studies, during
remedial design, to evaluate how best to implement the SVE system
to remove the VOCs, and the solidification of the PCBs. The
additional studies would be necessary due to the heterogeneity of
the contaminants and debris in the soil. Even after treatability
studies to determine the appropriate injection points,
solidification agents, dosage rates, and other performance
parameters, the technical uncertainties regarding the
implementability of Alternative S-4 would still be highest among
all the alternatives considered. As discussed under Short-term
Effectiveness, Alternative S-4 also poses some uncertainties for
the subsequent redevelopment planning, with regard to volume
increase of soils (due to solidification) and the potential
difficulty of implementing the redevelopment project while the
SVE system is operatlng

Alternative S-5, operation of an on-site LTTD system adjacent to
a residential community, would generate noise and some
disturbance to the community. At other sites where EPA has sited
temporary treatment units in or near residential communities, the
level of community resistance to the project varies. There exist
a number of uncertainties associated with Alternative S-5. For
cost-estimation purposes, it was assumed that all the soil could
be successfully treated using a mobile LTTD unit; however, soil
mixed with debris, soil handling concerns and high PCB
concentrations that would result in very long residence times are
likely to limit the implementability of this treatment method for
at least some large fraction of the soil.

The S-3/5-5 Hybrid Alternative also raises some of the concerns
of Alternative S-5 related to operation of an on-site LTTD system
adjacent to a residential community, but the noise and
disturbance to the community would not be as great as a smaller
volume of contaminated soil would be treated by the LTTD system.
Moreover, by incorporating the off-site disposal of contaminated
soils that could not be successfully treated using the on-site
LTTD system, this alternative avoids the implementability
limitations associated with soil mixed with debris, and soil with
high PCB or VOC concentrations. As with Alternative S-3, the
personnel required to operate the heavy equipment for the
excavation and off-site transportation element of this
alternative, and off-site hazardous and non-~-hazardous treatment/
disposal facilities for the disposal of the contaminated soils,
would be readily available.

Buildings

Alternative B-1 requires no implementation.
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Alternatives B-2 and B-3 would be easily implemented using
conventional construction equipment and materials. Off-site
hazardous and non-hazardous treatment/disposal facilities for the
disposal of the contaminated building debris are available and
disposal would be feasible. Factors associated with relocation
affect the implementability of both Alternatives B-2 and B-3.

7. Cost

Cost includes estimated capital and operation and maintenance
costs, and net present-worth values.

Soils

The cost of Alternative S-1 is $0.

The estimated present worth cost of Alternative S-2 is
$114,000,000. This alternative has no operation and maintenance
costs.

The estimated present worth cost of Alternative S-3 is
$72,000,000, which includes operation and maintenance costs over
a 30-year period.

The estimated present worth cost of Alternative S-4 is
$36,000,000, which includes annual SVE operating costs for four
years and operation and maintenance costs over a 30-year period.

The estimated present worth cost of Alternative S-5 is
$52,000,000, which includes annual LTTD operating costs for up to-
five years and operation and maintenance costs over a 30-year
period.

The estimated present worth cost of the $-3/S-5 Hybrid
Alternative is $62,000,000, which includes annual LTTD operating
costs for up to 3 years and operation and maintenance costs over
a 30-year period.

Buildings
The cost of Alternative B-1 is $0.

The estimated present worth cost of Alternative B-2 is
$18,000,000, which includes operation and maintenance costs over
a 30-year period. Alternative B-3 has an estimated present worth
cost of $7,000,000.

Modifying Criteria - The final two evaluation criteria, criteria
8 and 9, are called “modifying criteria” because new information
or comments from the state or the community on the Proposed Plan
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may lead to modification of the preferred response measure or
cause another response measure to be considered.

8. State Acceptance

State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the
RI/FS reports and the Proposed Plan, the state supports, opposes,
and/or has identified any reservations with regard to the
selected response measure.

The State of New Jersey concurs with the Selected Remedy for the
facility soils and buildings.

9. Community Acceptance

Community acceptance summarizes the public’s general response to
the response measures described in the Proposed Plan and the
RI/FS reports. This assessment includes determining which of the
response measures the community supports, opposes, and/ocr has
reservations about.

EPA solicited input from the community on the remedial
alternatives proposed for OU2 at the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics
Site and received extensive oral and written comments. The
attached Responsiveness Summary addresses the comments received
during the public comment period. The community (residents and
business neighbors of the facility) was generally supportive of
EPA’s Proposed Plan. A group of PRPs submitted comments that
questioned the Remediation Goals for PCBs and VOCs in soils
identified in the Proposed Plan’ as too conservative given the
likely future property uses, and proposed a modified version .of
Alternative 5-4 as an alternative remedy for QU2. EPA received
written and oral comments from the representatives of a local
environmental group indicating that the Remediation Goals for
PCBs in soil identified in the Proposed Plan may not be
adequately protective, and expressing concerns about the current
occupancy of the on-site buildings. The Borough of South
Plainfield submitted written comments requesting that EPA select
the most expeditious and cost-effective remedy that would
expedite redevelopment of the facility property, thereby
supporting the PRPs’ alternative remediation plan. In contrast,
the Borough’s Environmental Commission submitted written comments
supporting EPA’s Proposed Plan.

PRINCIPAL. THREAT WASTE

EPA’s findings to date indicate the presence of “principal
threat” wastes at the former CDE facility property. Principal
threat wastes are considered source materials, i.e., materials
that include or contain hazardous substances, pollutants or
contaminants that act as a reservoir for migration of
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contamination to groundwater, surface water, or as a source for
direct exposure. Principal threat wastes are those source
materials considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile that
generally cannot be reliably contained, or would present a
significant risk to human health or the environment should
exposure occur.

By utilizing treatment as a significant portion of the soil
remedy, the statutory preference for remedies that employ
treatment as a principal element is satisfied.

SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consideration of the results of the Site
investigations, the requirements of CERCLA, the detailed analysis
of the response measures, and public comments, EPA has determined
that a combination of Alternative S$-3 and Alternative S-5 is the
appropriate remedy for contaminated soils at the Site.
Furthermore, Alternative B-3 is the appropriate remedy for
contaminated buildings at the Site. These remedies best satisfy
the requirements of CERCLA Section 121 and the NCP's nine
evaluation criteria for remedial alternatives, 40 CFR

§ 300.430(e) (9). These remedies are comprised of the following
components:

Soils

. excavation of an estimated. 107,000 cubic yards of

contaminated soil containing PCBs at concentrations greater
than 500 ppm and contaminated soils that exceed New Jersey’s
IGWSCC for contaminants other than PCBs;

. on-site treatment of excavated soil amenable to treatment by
LTTD, followed by backfilling of excavated areas with
treated soils;

. transportation of contaminated soil and debris not suitable
for on-site LTTD treatment to an off-site facility for
disposal, with treatment as necessary;

. excavation of an estimated 7,500 cubic yards of contaminated
soil and debris from the capacitor disposal areas and
transportation for disposal off site, with treatment as

necessary;
. installation of a multi-layer cap or hardscape;
. installation of engineering controls;
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. property restoration; and
. implementation of institutional controls.

EPA concluded that neither Alternative S-3 nor Alternative S-5
alone would provide sufficient flexibility during the remedial
action to address this very complex Site, but that a combination
of the two alternatives would be successful. For example, the FS
assumed that 100 percent of the soils to be excavated under
Alternative S-5 could be successfully treated using LTTD, whereas
several factors are likely to make treatment of a large quantity
of soil impracticable. These factors include soils handling
issues related to levels of debris found in the soil, the high
PCB concentrations that may require very long residence times or
repeated passes through the LTTD unit, and the high VOC
concentrations in some soils that may result in vapor releases
during soils handling in preparation for the LTTD unit. Where
these factors occur, Alternative S$-3 (off-site disposal) would be
more appropriate. EPA anticipates that soils treated by the on-
site LTTD will achieve a treatment goal of 10 ppm for PCBs prior
to being backfilled on-site.

As noted in the comparative analysis of alternatives, in the
Short-Term Effectiveness section, EPA expects that the Selected
Remedy for soils would be performed in 2 to 3 years, closer to
the time frame for Alternative S-3. The hybrid Alternative
S-3/8-5 remedy assumes that approximately 50 percent of the
107,000 yards of contaminated soil identified in the FS would be
amenable for treatment on site and the remainder would be
addressed through off-site disposal. v

Because the Borough of South Plainfield’s redevelopment plans
anticipate commercial reuse. of the property, EPA considered the
potential for vapor intrusion of VOCs from residual
contamination. EPA concluded that vapor intrusion may pose a
human health concern under various future-use scenarios. While
the Selected Remedy would be expected to substantially reduce the
potential for vapor intrusion, vapor mitigation systems would
need to be evaluated for any buildings to be built in the future.

The Selected Remedy requires contaminated soils containing less
than 500 ppm, but greater than 10 ppm PCBs to be capped through
the use of a multi-layer cap. Hardscape (i.e., that part of the
site consisting of structures, parking areas and walkways, made
with hard materials) could be used in place of capping. NJDEP
has indicated that soils containing PCBs greater than New
Jersey’s non-residential direct contact soil cleanup criterion of
2 ppm would be subject to engineering controls.
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Subsurface areas in the southeastern portion of the Site may
contain former land surfaces and associated cultural resources
that relate to pre-historic and/or early historic time periods.
Therefore, the Selected Remedy may expose or disturb
archeological/cultural resources that may be eligible for the
NRHP. 1If subsurface archeological sites are discovered within
the facility property and determined to be eligible for the NRHP
under Criterion D (properties that have yielded or may be likely
to vield information important in prehistory or history), and if
the project would affect these significant properties, then it
would be necessary to develop an approach to resolve or mitigate
the effects of the remedial action, such as data recovery.

Buildings
. demolition of the 18 on-site buildings;
. transportation of the building debris off-site for disposal,

with treatment as necessary; and

. relocation of the eligible tenants at the industrial park
pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act, as necessary.

Although certain buildings will have to be demolished as part of
the selected soil remedy, and the expected redevelopment of the
industrial park anticipates demolition of all the existing
structures, it is possible that not all of the structures will
have to be demolished for those two reasons. Therefore, the
Selected Remedy for the buildings includes a contingency remedy
that would allow for the decontamination and surface
encapsulation of certain buildings that may not need to be
demolished for the reasons cited above. The implementation of
the contingency remedy for certain buildings that do not need to
be demolished would achieve the Remedial Action Objectives, while
allowing the property owner(s) and/or the parties performing the
work to determine the ultimate fate of the buildings. The
contingency remedy would require institutional controls to be
employed to ensure that any future Site activities are performed
with knowledge of the Site conditions and with implementation of
appropriate health and safety controls, and that the buildings
would not be used for any purposes inconsistent with the
continued presence of PCBs within the building materials.

Some of the structures at the industrial park have the potential
to qualify as historic properties because of the activities of
the Spicer Manufacturing Corporation. As a result, further
investigation must be performed. Since the Selected Remedy would
affect the structures, if the on-site structures qualify as
historic properties, it would be necessary to develop an approach
to mitigate the effects of the remedial action. It is expected
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that such an approach would involve performing additional
historical research and recordation of the structures.

During the remedial design, decontamination prior to demolition
could be considered to reduce the gquantity of hazardous waste.
Non-contaminated building debris could be recycled and could be
reused on-site.

The estimated present worth cost of EPA’'s Selected Remedy for
soils is $62 million. This estimate assumes 50 percent of the
107,000 cubic yards of soil will be addressed through LTTD and
placed back on the Site, and the remainder will be sent off-site
for disposal. Even if only a limited quantity of soils can be
treated using LTTD, this S-3/5-5 hybrid also satisfies another of
EPA’s mandates under the Superfund program, to treat principal
threat wastes to the maximum extent practicable. The estimated
present worth cost of EPA’s Selected Remedy for buildings is
$7,000,000. A summary of the estimated remedy costs is included
in Appendix II, Tables 9 and 10. The information in the cost
estimate summary tables is based on the best available
information regarding the anticipated scope of the Selected
Remedy. Changes in the cost elements are likely to occur as a
result of new information and data collected during the
engineering design of the Selected Remedy. Major changes may be
documented in the form of a memorandum in the Administrative
Record file, an Explanation of Significant Differences, or a ROD
amendment.

The combination of Alternatives S-3 and S-5, and Alternative B-3
is believed to provide the best balance of trade-offs among ‘the
alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria. EPA and
NJDEP believe the Selected Remedy will be protective of human
health and the environment, will comply with federal and state
requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and
appropriate to the remedial action, will be cost-effective, and
will utilize permanent solutions and treatment technologies to
the maximum extent practicable. Even if only a limited quantity
of contaminated soils can be treated using LTTD, the hybrid soil
alternative would also meet the statutory preference for the use
of remedies that employ treatment that reduce toxicity, mobility
or volume as a principal element.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

As was previously noted, CERCLA Section 121 (b) (1) mandates that a
remedial action must be protective of human health and the
environment, must be cost-effective, and must utilize permanent
solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource
recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable. CERCLA
Section 121(b) (1) also establishes a preference for remedial
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actions that employ treatment to permanently and significantly
reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants at a site. CERCLA
Section 121(d) further specifies that a remedial action must
satisfy ARARs under federal and state laws, unless a waiver can
be justified pursuant to CERCLA Section 121(d) (4). For the
reasons discussed below, EPA has determined that the Selected
Remedy meets the requirements of CERCLA Section 121.

Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Soils

The Selected Remedy, the combination of Alternatives S-3 and S-5,
will adequately protect human health and the environment by
eliminating all significant direct-contact risks to human health
and the environment associated with contaminated soil. 1In
addition, this action will eliminate and/or reduce sources of
contamination to the groundwater. This action will result in the
reduction of exposure levels to acceptable risk levels within
EPA’s generally acceptable risk range of 107¢ to 107¢ for
carcinogens and below a HI of 1 for noncarcinogens.
Implementation of the Selected Remedy will not pose unacceptable
short-term risks or adverse cross-media impacts.

Buildings

The Selected Remedy, Alternative B-3, will prevent human exposure
to building contaminants and will prevent the migration of
contamination sources to the environment through off-site °
disposal of the contaminated building materials.

Compliance with ARARS

At the completion of the response action for the contaminated
soils and buildings, the Selected Remedy will meet the standards
of all applicable ARARs, including:

Action-Specific ARARSs:

Compliance with action-specific ARARs will be achieved by
conducting all remedial action activities in accordance with the

following:

. TSCA - Requirements codified at 40 CFR § 761.30(p) set
standards regarding the use of PCB contaminated surfaces.

. TSCA - Requirements codified at 40 CFR § 761.61 provide a
risk-based approach for managing PCB wastes.
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TSCA - Reguirements codified at 40 CFR § 761.65 govern
storage for disposal of PCB waste with concentrations of 50
ppm or greater.

TSCA - Requirements codified at 40 CFR § 761.79 set
decontamination standards for equipment and personal
protective equipment.

RCRA - Requirements codified at 40 CFR Part 262 govern
packaging, labeling, manifesting and storage of hazardous
waste.

RCRA - Requirements codified at 40 CFR Part 263 govern off-
site transport of hazardous waste.

RCRA - Requirements codified at 40 CFR Part 264 govern on-
site storage of hazardous waste.

RCRA - Land Disposal Restrictions. Land disposal
restrictions (LDRs), codified at 40 CFR Part 268, prohibit
land disposal of soils exhibiting the toxicity
characteristic because of the presence of metals and
containing PCBs, unless total PCBs are less than 1,000 ppm
and the soils meet specified treatment standards.

Hazardous Materials Transportation Law, 49 U.S.C. § 5101 et

seq. - Hazardous wastes that are transported off-site must
meet Department of Transportation regulations set forth in
49 CFR Parts 105, 107, 171-178. .

Clean Water Act (CWA) - Section 402 of the CWA, 33 U.S.C.
§ 1342, and its regulations codified at 40 CFR Part 122,
govern discharge of stormwater from construction sites of
more than one acre.

National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants, codified at 40 CFR Part 50, establish maximum
concentrations for fugitive dust emissions and particulates.

New Jersey Hazardous Waste Management Regulations -
Requirements codified at N.J.A.C. 7:26G establish standards
for generation, accumulation, on-site management, and
transportation of hazardous wastes.

NJDEP Technical Requirements for Site Remediation - These
requirements, codified at N.J.A.C. 7:26E, specify technical

standards to be followed at sites undergoing remediation
pursuant to New Jersey remediation programs.
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New Jersey Air Quality Regulations - Requirements codified
at N.J.A.C. 7:27 are applicable to the generation and
emission of air pollutants. .

National Historic Preservation Act - Pursuant to Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act, potentially

significant cultural resources at the Site must be
identified.

Chemical-Specific ARARS:

None applicable.

Location-Specific ARARS:

L]

National Historic Preservation Act - Pursuant to Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act, potentially
significant cultural resources at the Site must be
identified.

Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain Management” - Requires
the consideration of impacts to floodplains in order to
avoid adversely impacting floodplains wherever possible and
to ensure the restoration and preservation of such land
areas as natural undeveloped floodplains.

Executive Order 11990, “Protection of Wetlands” - Requires
consideration of impacts to wetlands in order to minimize
destruction, loss or degradation and to preserve and enhance
wetland values. . )

“Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act Rules” - New Jersey
requirements codified at N.J.A.C. 7:7A, regulate the
disturbance or alteration of freshwater wetlands and their
buffers.

To Be Considered Material (TBCs). The following requirements will
be considered by EPA during design and implementation of the
Selected Remedy, and will be complied with the extent
practicable.

EPA’'s 1985 Statement of “Policy on Floodplains and Wetlands
Assessments for CERCLA Action”.

NJDEP Guidance for Remediation of Contaminated Soils. NJDEP
has developed a non-residential direct contact soil cleanup
criterion of 2 ppm for PCB-contaminated soil.

NJDEP standards for soil erosion and sediment control,
N.J.A.C. 2:90~1.1, describes the recommended approach and
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standards to be used for soil erosion and sediment control
plans.

Other Pertinent Requirements

. Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) - Occupational
- Safety and Health Standards for Hazardous Response and

General Construction Activities (29 CFR Parts 1904, 1910,
18926) are intended to protect workers from harm related to
occupational exposure to chemical contaminants, physical
hazards, heat or cold stresses, noise, etc. OSHA is
considered to be a “non-environmental law” whose standards
and requirements apply of their own force, not as a result
of the CERCLA ARAR system (55 FR 8680, March 8, 1990). For
this reason, remediation activities at the Site will be
subject to the requirements of OSHA.

. Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970, 42 U.S.C. 4601 et seqg., and its
implementing regulations at 49 CFR Part 24 governs agency
conduct of relocation of persons displaced from their homes,
businesses or forms by federal and federally-assisted
programs.

. EPA guidance document, “Superfund Response Actions:
Temporary Relocations Implementation Guidance” provides
guidance to EPA concerning implementation of relocation
activities when necessary.

A comprehensive list of ARARs and TBCs (e.g., advisories,
criteria, and guidance) is provided in the Final Feasibility .
Study Report for 0U2, Table 2-2 through Table 2-4.

Cost-Effectiveness
Soils

In EPA’s judgment, the Selected Remedy is cost-effective and
represents reasonable value for the money to be spent. Overall
effectiveness was evaluated by assessing three of the five
balancing criteria in combination (long-term effectiveness and
permanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume through
treatment; and short-term effectiveness). Overall effectiveness
was then compared to costs to determine cost-effectiveness. The
overall effectiveness of the Selected Remedy has been determined
to be proportional to the costs, and the Selected Remedy
therefore represents reasonable value for the money to be spent.

The estimated present worth of the selected soil remedy for QU2
is $62 million. This estimate assumes 50 percent of the 107,000
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cubic yards of soil will be addressed through LTTD and placed
back on-site, and the remainder will be sent off-site for
disposal. In contrast, the estimated present worth of
Alternative S-3 is $72 million. The Selected Remedy thus is less
expensive and provides the same level of protection of human
health and the environment as Alternative S$-3.

EPA considered the cost-effectiveness of Alternative $-4 when
compared to the hybrid Alternative $-3/S-5, and evaluated several
factors. EPA concluded that the hybrid Alternative S-3/S-5, when
compared with Alternative S-4, offered a much higher degree of
long-term effectiveness and permanence, and a better return on
the investment of treating soils to address principal threats
(given the permanence of ex-situ LTTD treatment versus the
uncertainties of in-situ SVE and the long-term reliability of PCB
solidification. EPA also concluded that the short-term
effectiveness of the hybrid Alternative S-3/S-5 is superior to
Alternative S-4 when considering the Borough’s redevelopment
plans. Contaminated soils treated using LTTD would yield soils
suitable for backfilling of excavated areas and allow for the
redevelopment of the property. Alternative S-4 poses several
uncertainties to the redevelopment with regard to the viability
of SVE and solidification on debris-ladened soil, the time frame
for implementation of SVE and solidification, and the
consequences of volume expansion of the solidified mass for the
future-use site plan. While some of these uncertainties may be
clarified through treatability studies, EPA concluded that over
all, the cost-effectiveness of the Selected Remedy was greater
than that of Alternative S-4.

-

Buildings

The estimated present worth of the selected building remedy is
$7,000,000, whereas the estimated present worth of Alternative
B-2 is $18,000,000. Alternative B-3 thus is both less expensive
and significantly more protective of human health and the
environment than Alternative B-2, necessarily making it the most
cost-effective alternative.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

TPA has determined that the Selected Remedy represents the
Mmaximum extent to which permanent solutions and treatment
~echnologies can be utilized in a practicable manner at the Site.
(f those alternatives that are protective of human health and the
environment and comply with ARARs, EPA has determined that the
Szlected Remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs among the
alternatives with respect to the five balancing criteria.
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Soils

The selected soil remedy would reduce long-term risks, since
highly contaminated soils (principal threat wastes) would be
removed. The Selected Remedy relies on engineering and
institutional controls to reduce future health risks to property
owners/occupants from exposure to contaminated soils.

The Selected Remedy is implementable since it employs a
combination of technologies that are readily available and allows
flexibility in the remedial action. Site specific conditions,
such as soil mixed with debris, soil handling concerns and high
PCB concentrations may limit the implementability of the on-site
LTTD. Where these conditions occur, for example, off-site
disposal of principal threat wastes would be more appropriate.
Because these conditions would also limit the viability of off-
site thermal treatment, EPA is using off-site disposal as the
alternative to on-site LTTD.

In contrast, because of the heterogeneity of the contaminants and
debris in the soil, Alternative S-4 would require treatability
studies during remedial design, evaluating how to best implement
the SVE system to remove the VOCs, and the solidification of the
PCBRs. Even after treatability studies to determine the
appropriate injection points, solidification agents, dosage
rates, and other performance parameters, the uncertainties
regarding the implementability of Alternative S-4 would still be
the highest among all the alternatives considered.

Buildings . .

The selected building remedy satisfies the criteria for long-term
effectiveness and permanence by removing the contaminated
buildings from the Site. The Selected Remedy presents a higher
short-term risk than Alternative B-2 because of the greater
potential for exposure associated with demolition and
cransportation of contaminated building debris. However, these
short-term risks will be mitigated through implementation of
1'easures such as engineering controls, use of personal protective
¢ quipment, safe work practices and perimeter air monitoring.
There are no special implementability issues since the remedy
enploys standard technologies. ‘

Pieference for Treatment as a Principal Element
By utilizing on-site LTTD treatment to the extent practicable,

th: statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a
principal element is satisfied.
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Five-Year Review Requirements

Because the soil remedy will result in hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the industrial park
above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted
exposure, a statutory review will be conducted within five years
after initiation of the remedial actions to ensure that the
remedies are, or will be, protective of human health and the
environment.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc. Site
was released for public comment on July 6, 2004. The comment
period closed on September 4, 2004.

All written and verbal comments submitted during the public
comment period were reviewed by EPA. Upon review of these
comments, it was determined that no significant changes to the

remedy, as it was originally identified in the Proposed Plan,
were necessary.
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TABLE 1
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and
Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs)

Scenario Timeframe: Current
Medium: Surface Soil
Exposure Medium:  Surface Soil

Exposure | Chemical of Concern Concentration Units | Frequency EPC EPC Units Statistical
Point Detected of Measure
Detection
Min Max
Area A Aldrin 1.5e-02 | 9.2e+00 ppm 4/5 9.2e+00 ppm MAX
Arsenic 1.6e+01 | 9.2e+01 ppm 55 | 9.2e+01 ppm MAX
Benzo(a)anthracene 5.5e-02 3.1e+00 ppm 5/5 3.1e+00 ppm MAX
Benzo(a)pyrene 7.0e-02 2.8e+00 ppm 5/5 2.8e+00 ppm MAX
Benzo(b)fivoranthene 7.9e-02 | 4.0e+00 ppm 5/5 4.0e+00 ppm MAX
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 9.6e-02 4.9e-01 ppm 4/5 4.9e-01 ppm MAX
Aroclor 1254 7.9e-01 3.4e+02 ppm 5/5 3.4e+02 ppm MAX
Total PCBs 9.2e-01 3.5e+02 ppm 5/5 3.5e+02 ppm MAX
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TABLE 1 -~ .atinued

Scenario Timeframe: Current

Medium: Surface Soit

~aposure Medium: Surface Soil

Exposure r Cheeis L) vONCeEm Concentration Units Frequency EPC Units Statistical Measure
o Detected : of Detection
Min Max .
Area B with Benzo(a)anthracene 8.0e-02 9.2e+02 ppm 9/12 4.1e+02 ppm 95% Chebyshev
oulliers 2. 7e+00 ppm MAX
without Benzo(a)pyrene 9.0e-02 5.2e+02 ppm 9/12 2.3e+02 ppm 95% Chebyshev
outliers 2.8e+00 ppm MAX
(prasoied o | Benzo(b)iluoranthene 43602 | 45¢+02 | ppm 1012 6.86+01 ppm 99% Chebyshev (MVUE)
for each 3.3e+00 ppm MAX
individual Benzo(k)lluoranthene 9.4e-02 4.5¢+02 ppm 9/12 2.0e+02 ppm 95% Chebyshev
chemical) 2.7e+00 ppm 95% Chcbyshev MVUE
- Chirysene 1.2e-01 8.3e+02 ppm 9/12 3.7e+02 ppm 95% Chebyshev
’ 3.4e+00 ppm 95% Chebyshev MVUE
Dibenza(a, h)anthracene 7.9e-02 6.6e+01 ppm ma2 3.0e+01 ppm 95% Chebyshev
6.1e-01 ppm 95% H- UCL
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 8.4e-02 2.6e+02 ppm 9/12 1.2e+02 ppm 95% Chebyshev
2.3e+00 ppm 95% Chebyshey MYUE
2,3,7,8-TCOD 3.00-05 8.4¢-03 ppm 3 8.0e-03 ppm MAX
8.0e-03 ppm MAX
4,4"-DDE 7.8¢-03 1.2e+03 ppm 712 5.4e+02 ppm Chebyshev - Investigat
1.4e+01 ppm Chebyshev - Investigate
4.4-DOT 4.2e+01 4.2e+01 ppm 172 2.0e+01 ppm Chebyshev - Investigate
8.0e-01 ____ppm MAX
alpha-BHC 3.6e-03 2.4e+00 ppm 2 2.4e+00 ppm MAX
7.5e-02 ppm MAX
Aroclor 1254 4.3e-01 1.9e+04 ppm 1112 8.7e+03 ppm Chebyshev - investigate
5.4e+02 ___ppm Chebyshev - investigate
Dieldrin 3.7¢-01 1.8¢+02 ppm 411 9.1e+01 ppm Chebyshev - Investig
1.7e+01 ppm Chebyshev - Investigate
gamma-Chlordane 3.2e-01 2.0e+01 ppm 2/11 1.0e+01 ppm Chebyshev - Investigate
3.2e-01 ppm MAX
Heptachlor 1.9e+00 1.9e+00 ppm 112 1.9e+00 ppm MAX
4.1e-01 ppm MAX
Heptachior epoxide 1.9e-01 2.5e+02 ppm 511 1.2e+02 ppm Chebyshev - Invesligate
- 6.7e+00 ppm 95% UCL
Dioxin-like PCBs 1.16-04 3.8e+00 ppm 5/5 3.8e+00 ~__ppm MAX
3.8e+00 ppm MAX
Nondioxin-like PCBs 3.3e-01 3.2e+04 ppm 5/5 3.2e+04 ppm MAX
3.2e+04 ppm MAX
Tolal PCBs 3.5e-01 2.0e+04 ppm 12/12 9.0e+03 ppm 95% Chebyshev
. 9.3e+02 ppm MAX
Trichloroethylene 2.0e-03 1.3e+00 ppm 12 5.6e-01 ppm 99% Chevyshev
9.0e-02 ppm 95% Chebyshev (MVUE)
v T Arsenic 3.46+00 3.8e+01 ppm 12/12 3.26+01 ppm 95% H-UCL
3.2e+01 ppm 95% H-UCL
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TABLE 1 continued

Scon~-ic Tl caane: Lurrent/Future

Medium: Building Dust

Exposure Medium: Building Dust

Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Concentration [ Frequency EPC Units Statistical Measure
Detected Units of
Detection
Min Max
Building interior Aroclor 1254 4.9e+00 8.3e+03 | ppm 32132 2.1e+03 ppm 95% UCL-T
Arsenic 2.6e+00 9.4e+01 ppm 32/32 1.9e+01 ppm 95% UCL-T
Scenario Timeframe: Future Medium: Site Soil Exposure Medium: All Soils
Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Concentration Units | Frequency EPC Units Statistical Measure
Detected of
Detection
Min Max

Area A with outliers Benzo(a)pyrene 4 3e-02 1.4e+01 | ppm 45/100 1.3e+00 ppm 95% Chevyshev
wig\%l;‘t‘ gdugf‘e;;qo" d 8.5e-01 PPM 95% Chevyshev
cpenor epch individual " nibanz(a,h)anthracene 42e-02 2.1e+00 | ppm 221100 5.30-01 ppm 95% Chevyshev
6.3e-01 ppm 95% Chevyshev
Aldrin 2.2e-03 2.7e+01 ppm 39/87 2.4e+00 ppm 95% Chevyshev
1.3e+00 ppm 95% Chevyshev
Aroclor 1248 2.80-02 1.1e+03 ppm 8/99 6.3e+01 ppm 95% Chevyshev
1.1e+01 ppm 95% Chevyshev
Aroclor 1254 1.5e-04 1.0e+03 ppm 88/97 1.1e+02 ppm 95% Chevyshev
8.0e+01 ppm 95% Chevyshev
Dieldrin 3.4e-03 4.3e+01 ppm 22194 2.9e+00 ppm 95% Chevyshev
2.6e-01 ppm 95% Chevyshev
Heplachlor 7.3e-03 3.2e+01 ppm 9/99 1.8a+00 ppm 95% Chevyshev
1.2e-01 pPpmMm 95% Chevyshev
Heptachlor epoxide 5.4e-03 7.3e+00 ppm 1/84 9.1e-01 ppm 95% Chevyshev
9.1e-01 pPpm 95% Chevyshev
Total PCBs 1.46-01 1.3e+03 ppm 99/99 1.5e+02 ppm 95% Chevyshev
1.2e+02 ppm 95% Chevyshev
Arsenic 6.0e-01 9.2e+01 ppm 96/101 2.1e+01 PpMm 95% Chevyshev
‘ 2.1e+01 pPpm 95% Chevyshev
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Scenario Timeframe: Future

. ABLE 1 Continued

Medium: Site Soiis

Exposure Medium: All Soils

Bvrs v Vo Chemical of Concern COng:é{:(t‘ion Units i Frqu'ency EPC Units Statistical Measure
Vin Max Detection
Area B with outliers | Trichloroethylene 1.0e-03 47e+01 | ppm 36/55 8.4e+00 ppm 95% Chebyshev
Y:‘:;"hg?‘:‘:‘t*d :hggl;gggndl 2.0e+00 ppm 95% Chebyshev
chemical Benzo(a)anthracene 41602 920402 | ppm 2055 116402 ppm 95% Chebyshev
2.2e+00 ppm 85% Chebyshev
Benzo(a)pyrene 4.20-02 52e+02 ppm 29/55 8.46+01 ppm 95% Chebyshev
2.1e4+00 ppm 95% UCL
Benza(b)fluoranthene 4.30-02 46e+02 | ppm 30055 2.8e+01 ppm 99% Chevyshev MVUE
3.4e+00 ppm 96% Chebyshev
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 5.80-02 45e+02 | ppm 28/55 6.3e+01 ppm 95% Chebyshev
2.4e+00 ppm 95% Chebyshev
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 41002 75e+01 | ppm 2055 1.4e+01 ppm 95% Chebyshev
1.8e400 ppm MAX
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 8.4e-02 260+02 | ppm 25/55 350401 ppm 95% Chebyshev
1.9e+00 ppm 95% Chebyshev
23,78-TCDD 3.06-05 80e-03 | ppm n - ppm MAX
8.0e-04 ppm MAX
4,4-00E 4.4e-04 9.7e+03 ppm 25/52 1.0e+03 Chebyshev - Investigate
2.1e+01 ppm 95% Chebyshev
4.4-00T 7.40-03 25e+04 | ppm 7/53 2.5e+03 ppm 95% Chebyshev
9.7¢-01 Ppm 95% Chebyshev
Aldrin 6.40-03 11e+03 | ppm 16/52 126402 ppm 95% Chebyshev
1.7e+01 ppm 95% Chebyshev
alpha-BHC 2.06-03 306400 | ppm 952 306400 ppm MAX
9.1e-01 ppm 95% Chebyshev
Aroclor 1242 9.0e-01 560+03 | ppm 8/52 8.1e+02 ppm 95% Chebyshev
‘ 2.9¢+01 ppm 95% Chebyshev
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TABLE 1 Continued
Srar Lo . cecuane: Future Medium: Site Soils Exposure Medium: All Soils
Exposure Point - Chemical of Concern ‘ CoBgctzgé{ggon Units | Frequency EPC Units Statistical Measure
Detection
Area B wilh outliers Aroclor 1248 9.8e-02 29e+04 | ppm 15153 3.1e+03 ppm 95% Chebyshev
Without outliers 4.5e+02 ppm 95% Chebyshev
mg3 5}" é%?:f??n%?ﬁgsgl Aroclor 1254 N
chemical) 1.7e-02 1.3e+05 ppm 48/54 1.4e+04 ppm Chebyshev - investigate
1.8¢+03 ppm Chebyshev - Investigate
Dieldrin 3.20-04 1.00+04 ppm 18/48 1.3e+03 ppm 95% Chebyshev
3.1e+01 ppm 95% Chebyshev
Endrin aldehyde 29004 17e+03 | ppm 23551 1.8¢+02 ppm 95% Chebyshev
4.0e+00 ppm 95% Chebyshev
gamma-Chlordane 1.1e-01 8.2e+03 ppm 536 1.20+03 ppm 95% Chebyshev
3.2¢-01 ppm MAX
Heptachlor - 2.1e-03 3.0e+01 ppm 8/52 7.36400 ppm 95% Chebyshey
§.4e-01 ppm 95% Chebyshev
Heptachlor epoxide 6.3¢-03 1.2¢+03 ppm 19/49 1.40+02 ppm 95% Chebyshev
" 4.1e+00 ppm 95% Chebyshev
Dioxin-like PCBs 1.1e-04 3.8e+00 Ppm 55 = _ppm MAX
- 3.8e+00 ppm MAX
Nondioxin-like PCBs 3.3¢-01 3.20+04 ppm 5/5 - ppm MAX
3.2e+04 ppm MAX
Total PCBs 1.5e-01 1.4e+05 ppm 55/55 1.60+04 ppm 95% Chebyshev
2.2e+03 ppm 96% Chebyshev
Arsenic 7.7¢-01 1.1e+03 ppm 55/55 4.60+01 ppm 95% H-UCL
2.5e+01 ppm 95% H-UCL

The tables present the chemicals of concern (COCs) and exposure point concentration for each of the COCs detected inside the buildings
and in surface and subsurface soils {i.e., the concentrations that was used to estimate the exposure and risk fron each COC in each
mcdia). The tables include the range «f concentrations detected for each COC, as well as the frequency of detection (i.e., the number
ol times the chemical was detected in the samples ~ollected at the site), the exposure point concentration (EPC), and how the EPC was
derived. Because of the small number «f samples, the maximum detected concentration was used as the EPC for some >f the samples. Based
on the statistical distribution of contaminants fcund at the site, Region II contacted ORD’s Statistical Technical Support Center in
L1s Vegas for assistance in evaluating the EPCs fcr these chemicals. Based on the Support Center’s analysis, it was determined that
aitliers were present. Therefore, where outliers were identified the EPCs are presented with nutliers and without outliers. Based on
the recommendations from the Support Center and their analysis of the data, the EPCs were calculated using the 95% UCL, the 95% H-UCL,
the 95% and 99% Chebyshev, and Chebyshev-Investigate, wheig appropriate. The recommendations are cutlined in the memo from the Support
Center for EPA which is provided as Appendix I to the HHRA in the RI. Pro-UCL Version 2 was used in the calculation of the EPCs.

pim is equivalent to mg/kg ‘ :
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Concenptu=’ Siie model - Selection of Exposure Pathways

Scenario Medinm Exposure Exposure Receptor Receptor Exposure Onsite/ Rationale for Selection/Exclusion of Exposure Pathway
Timefrar-. Medium oint Popuiation Age oute Oftsite
Current Surface Soil Surface Soit Surface Soil Trespasser Youth Dermat On-sile Evidence of respasser activily on-site.
g?;: ‘B\' ea A and Ingestion On-site Evidence of trespasser activily on-site.
Inhalation of On-site Evidence of trespasser aclivity on-site.
particulates
Inhalation of On-site Evidence of trespasser activity on-site.
volaliles
Site Worker Adult Dermal On-site Current and likely fulure land usa is industrial.
(autdoor)
Ingestion On-site Current and likely future land use is industrial.
Inhalation of On-site Curren! and likely fulure land usa Is industrial.
parficulales
Inhalation of On-site Current and likely future land use is industrial.
volatiles
Current/Future Building Dust Building Dust Building interior ?ile Wt)xket Aduit Ingestion On-site Current and likely fulure land use is industrial.
indoor
Dermat On-site Current and likely future land use is industrial.
Site Soils Air Indoor Air Sita Worker Adult inhalation of On-site Indoor air exposures associated with Areas A and B are based
. (indoor) volatiles on current land use (i.e., existing buildinxﬁ) and future tand use
Both Area A and ?‘.:. future building on un, areas). Area A evaluated for
Area B " the current scenario and both Areas are evaiuated for the
future scenario.
Future Site Soils Ali Soils Surface and Trespasser Youth Dermal On-site Evidence of trespasser activity on-site.
Subsurface Soil
2,‘"“ a’” Aand Ingestion On-site Evidence of trespasser activity on-site.
ea Inhalationof | On-site Evidence of lrespasser activity on-site.
particulates
Inhatalion of On-site Evidence of trespasser aclivity on-site.
volatiles
Site Worker Adult Dermal On-site Current and likely future land use is indusiriaf.
(Outdoor)
Ingestion On-site Current and likely fulure land use is industrial.
Inhalation of On-site Current and likely future land use is industrial.
particulates
Inhalation of On-site Current and likely fulure land use is industrial.
volatiles
Conslruction Adutt - Dermal On-site Polential redevelopment or wdesiqn of the site is plausible.
Worker Assumes consiruclion worker would have a combined soil
exposure by excavaling through both layers.
Ingestion On-site Polential redevelopment or ign of the site is plausible.
. Assumes construction worker would have a combined soil
. exposure by excavaling through both fayers.
inhalation of On-site Potential redevelopment or redesign of the site is plausible.
parliculates Assumes consiruction worker would have a combined soil
exposure by excavating through both layers.
/ Inhalation of On-site Polential redevelopment or redesign of the site Is plausible.
N volatiles Assumes conslruction worker would have @ combined soil

exposure by excavaling through both layers.
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Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Pathway: ingestion/Dermal

Chemicat of C n [~ Oral RfD Crai RO Dermal Dermal RfD Primary Combined Sources Dates of RID:
Subchronic Value inits RO units Target Uncertainty RfD:
Organ Mhodifying Target
Factors Organ
Arsenic Chronic 3.0e-04 mg/kg-day 3.0e-04 mg/kg-day Skin 3 IRIS 04/30/01
Benzo(a)anthracene Chronic NA NA N/A N/A NA NA IRIS; -
HEAST
Benzo(a)pyrene Chronic NA NA NA NA NA N/A IRIS; -
HEAST
Benzo(b)fluoranthene Chronic NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A IRIS: -
HEAST
Benzo(k)fluoranthene Chronic N/A NA NA N/A NA N/A iRIS; -
HEAST
Chrysene Chronic NA NA N/A N/A NA NA IRIS; -
HEAST
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene Chronic N/A N/A NA N/A N/A N/A IRIS; -
HEAST
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene Chronic NA WA N/A N/A NA NA IRIS; -
\ HEAST
23,7,8TCOD Chronic NA N/A NA N/A NA N/A IRIS; -
HEAST
4,4-DDE Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A NA N/A IRIS; -
HEAST
44-DDT Chronic 5.0e-04 mg/kg-day 5.0e-04 mp/kg-day Liver 100 IRIS 04/30/01
alph-BHC Chronic NA NA NA N/A NA N/A IRIS; -
HEAST
' Aldrin Chronic 3.0e-05 mg/kg-day N/A NA Liver 1000 IRIS 04/30/01
dieldrin Chronic 5.0e-05 NA NA N/A Liver 100 IRIS 04/30/01
L 1drin aldehyde Chronic 3.0e-04 mg/kg-day N/A N/A Liver 100 IRIS  04/30/01
g : mma-Chlordane Chronic 5.0e-04 mg/kg-day 5.0e04 mg/kg-day Liver 300 IRIS 04/30/01
He stachlor Chronic 5.0e-04 mg/kg-day N/A N/A Liver 300 IRIS p4730/01
Heyf 'achlor epoxide Chronic 1.3e-05 mg/kg-day NA N/A Liver 1000 RIS 04/30/01
Dio»’ vlike PCBs Chronic N/A NA N/A N/A NA N/A Based on EPA, 1996
reassessment of PCB cancer
toxicity
Nond “xin-like PCBs Chronic N/A N/A NA N/A N/A N/A Addressed based on Arocior
1016 and 1254 available in -
IRIS database. Seealso ~
EPA 1996 reassessment of .
PCB cancer toxicity.
Aroclor 1242 Chronic 7.0e-05 mg/kg-day 7.0e-05 mg/kg-day Felus 100 IRIS 08/09/02
"Aroclor 248 Chronic 2.0e-05 mg/kg-day 2.0e-05 mg/kg-day Eye/ 300 RIS 04/30/01
Immune
Aroclor 1 54 Chronic 2.0e-05 mg/kg-day 2.0e-05 mg/kg-day Eye/ 300 IRIS 04/30/01
Immune
Total PCE Chronic NA NA N/A N/A N/A N/A Addressed as Aroclors 1016
' and 1254 consistent with
. IRIS Chemical files.
Trichloroet. ylene Chronic | 2.Ne-04 mg/kg-day N/A N/A Liver 3000 NCEA 02/26/02
. Based on
2001 TCE
reassessment.
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Chemical of Concern Chronic/ Inhaldtion inhaiation inhalation inhalation Pnmary Combined Sources of Dutes:
Subchronic RIC Value RIC Units RD RD units Target Uncertainty RIC/RID:
Organ Moditying Target
Factors Organ
‘Arsenic Chronic NA NA NA N/A NA N/A IRIS; -
HEAST
Benzo(a)anthracene Chronic NA N/A NA N/A NA N/A IRIS; -
HEAST
Benzo(a)pyrene Chronic NA NA NA N/A NA NA IRIS; -
HEAST
Benzo(b)luoranthene Chronic WA NA NA N/A NA NA IRIS; -
HEAST
Benzo(k)fluoranthene Chronic NA NA N/A N/A NA N/A IRIS; -
HEAST
Chrysene Chronic NA NA N/A NA NA NA IRIS; -
. HEAST
Dibenz(a h)anthracene Chronic N/A NA NA NA N/A NA IRIS; -
HEAST
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene Chronic NA NA NA NA NA NA IRIS; -
HEAST
2,3,7,8TCDD Chronic NA NA NA NA N/A NA IRIS; -~
HEAST
4.4-DDE Chronic N/A NA N/A N/A N/A N/A IRIS; -~
HEAST
44-DDT Chronic N/A NA N/A N/A N/A N/A IRIS; -
HEAST
alph-BHC Chronic NA NA NA N/A N/A N/A IRIS; -
HEAST
Aldrin Chronic NA NA NA NA N/A NA IRIS: -
HEAST
i ‘eldrin Chronic NA NA N/A N/A N/A NA IRIS; ~
HEAST .
Er. 'rin aldehyde Chronic NA NA N/A N/A N/A NA IRIS; . -
HEAST
gan ma-Chiordane Chronic 7.0e-01 mg/m® 2.0e:O4 mg/kg- day Liver 1000 IRIS 04/30/01 i
Hept. zhior Chronic NA N/A N/A NA N/A NA IRIS; R
HEAST
Hepta: 1lor epoxide Chronic NA N/A NA NA NA NA IRIS; -
HEAST
Dioxin- «e PCBs Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NCEA -
Nondios. 1-like PCBs Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NCEA -
Aroclor * 42 Chronic NA NA 7.0e-05 mg/kg- day Fetus 100 IRIS 08/09/02
Aroclor 1. 48 Chronic NA N/A 2.0e-05 mg/kg- day Eye/ 300 IRIS 04/30/01
imrmune
Aroclor 12 4 Chronic N/A N/A 2.0e-05 mg/kg- day Eye/ 300 RIS 04/30/01
Immune
Total PCBs Chronic N/A N/A NA NA N/A NA NCEA -
Trichloroeth lene Chronic 4.0e+01 mg/m* 1.1e-02 mg/kg- day CNS 1000 NCEA 02/26/02
) Based on
2001 TCE
reassessment.

CNS: Centrai Nervous System
N/A: No inforr 1ation available
IRIS: Integrat -d Risk information System, U.S. EPA

HEAST: Heali Effects Assessment Summary Tables - 1997 with Updates by Superfund Technical Support Center, U.S. EPA
NCEA: Nation il Center for Environmental Assessment - Superfund Technical Support Center, U.S. EPA

Summary of Toxicity Assessment

This table provides non-carcinogenic risk information which is relevant to the contaminants of concern. When available, the chronic foxicity data have been
used to develop oral reference doses (RfDs).
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TABLE 4
Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Pathway: Ingestion, Dermal

Chemical of Concern Oral Units Adjusted Siope Factor Weight of Source Date
Cancer Cancer Units Evidence/
Slope Slope Cancer Guideline
Factor Factor Description
{for Dermal)

Arsenic 1.5e+00 1/(mg/kg-day) 1.5e+00 1/(mg/kg-day) A RIS 04/30/01

Benzo(a)anthracene 7.3e-01 1/(mg/kg-day) 7.3¢-01 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 EPA 07/01/93

Benzo(a)pyrene 7.3e+00 1/(mg/kg-day) 7.3e+00 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 IRIS 04/30/01

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 7.30-01 1/{mg/kg-day) 7.36-01 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 EPA 07/01/93

Benzo(k)luoranthene 7.3e-02 1/(mg/kg-day) 7.3e-02 1/(mg/kg-day} B2 EPA 0701183

Chrysene 73603 | ti(mglkg-day) 7.30-03 1/{mg/kg-day) B2 EPA 07/01/93

Dibenz(a,h)anthracens 7.3e+00 1/(mg/kg-day) 7.3e+00 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 EPA 07/01/83

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 7.3e-01 1/(mg/kg-day) 7.3e-01 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 EPA 11/01/00

2,3,7,8-TCDD 1.5e+05 1/(mg/kg-day) 1.5e+05 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 HEAST 07/31/97

4,4-DDE 3.4e-01 1/(mg/kg-day) N/A N/A B2 RIS 04/30/01

4,4-DDT 3.4e-01 1/(mg/kg-day) 3.4e-01 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 IRIS 04/30/01

aiph-BHC 6.3e+00 1/(mg/kg-day) N/A N/A 82 RIS 04/30/01

Aldrin 1.7e+01 1/(mg/kg-day) N/A N/A 82 RIS 04/30/01

Dieldrin 1.6e8+01 1/(mg/kg-day) NA NA B2 IRIS 04/30/01

Endrin al.‘shyde N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A IRIS; HEAST -

gamma-Chi rdane 3.5e-01 1/(mg/kg-day) 3.5e-01 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 IRIS 03/30/01

rieptachlor 4.5¢+00 1/(mg/kg-day) NIA N/A B2 IRIS 03/30/01

Heptachlor ep xide 9.1e+00 1/(mg/kg-day) NA N/A B2 IRIS ) 03/30/01

Dioxin-like PCl ; 1.5e+05 1/(mglkg-day) 1.56+05 * 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 HEAST 0773197

. Based on 1996 PCB
teassessment

Nondioxin-like P( 3s 2.0e+00 1/(mg/kg-day) 2.0e+00 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 IRIS 04/30/01 Based on 1996
PCB reassessment

Aroclor 1242 NA NA NA N/A N/A Based on lotal PCBs.

Aroclor 1248 N/A NA NA NA N/A

Arocior 1254 NA NIA NA N/A N/A

Total PCBs 2.0e+00 1/(mg/kg-day) 2.0e+00 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 IRIS 04/30/01

Trichloroethylene 4.0e-01 1/(mg/kg-day) NA N/A B1 NCEA 2/26/02 Based on 2001
TCE reassessment

“w
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. - 1 ADLEC 4 conunuea
Pathway: Inhalation

Chemical of Concern Unit Units Inhalation Units Weight of Source Date
Risk Cancer Evidence/
Slope Cancer Guideline
Factor Description

Arsenic 4.3e-03 1(ug/m?) 1.5¢+01 ' 1/(mg/kg-day) A RIS 04/30/01

Benzo(a)anthracene NA NA 3.1e-01 1/{mg/kg-day) B2 EPA 07/01/93

Benzo(a)pyrene NA NA 3.10+00 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 NCEA 11201/00

Benzo(b)fiucranthene NA NA 3.16-01 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 EPA 07/01/93

Benzo(k)fluoranthene N/A NA 3.10-02 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 EPA 07/01/83

Chrysene NA NA 3.1e-03 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 EPA 07/01/93

Dibenz(a h)anthracene NA NA 3.1e+00 H(mg/kg-day) 82 EPA 07!01/9‘;3

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene NA NA 3.1e-01 1/(mp/kg-day) B2 EPA 07/01/83

2.3,78TCDD 33e+01 {ug/m?) 1.50+05 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 HEAST 0731797

4,4-DDE N/A NA NA NA NA IRIS; HEAST -

4.4-DDT 9.7e-05 1/(ug/m*) 3.40-01 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 RIS 04/30/01

alph-BHC 1.8¢-03 1/(ug/m®) 6.30+00 NA B2 RIS 04/30/01

Aldrin 4.9e-03 1/(ug/m®) 1.7e+01 N/A B2 IRIS 04/30/01

Dieldrin 4.60-03 1/(ug/m®) 1.6e+01 NA B2 IRIS 04/30/01

Endrin aldehyde N/A N/A NA N/A ‘NA IRIS; HEAST -

gamma-Chlordane 1.0e-04 1/(ug/m®) 3.5¢-01 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 IRIS 04/30/01

Heptachior 1.3e-03 U(ug/m?) 4.6e+00 NA 82 RIS 04/30/01

Heptachlor e oxide 2.6e-03 1/(ug/m®) 8.1e+00 NA 82 IRIS 04/30/01

Dioxin-like PC s 3.3e+01 1{ug/m”) 1.5e+05 1/(mgkg-day) B2 HEAST 07/31/97 Based on 1996
PCB reassessment

Nondioxin-fike F “Bs NA NA 4.00-01 1/(mg/kg-day) 82 " IRIS 04/30/01 Based on 1996
PCB reassessment

Aroclor 1242 N/A N/A " NA N/A N/A Based on tota! PCBs

Arocior 1248 NA NA NA NA CONA

Aroclor 1254 N/A NA NA NA N/A

Total PCBs N/A N/A 4.0e-01 1/(mg/kg-day) B2 IRIS 04/30/01

Trichloroethylene 1.10-04 1(ug/m?) 4.0e-01 N/A N/A NCEA 02/26/02 Based on 2001
TCE reassessment.

Key EPA Group:

N/A: No information wailable A - Human carcinogen

HEAST: Health Effe ts Assessment Summary Tables, U.S. EPA . B1 - Probable Human Carcinogen-indicates that limited human data are available

IRIS: Integrated Ris.. Information System, U.S. EPA B2 - Probable Human Carcinogen-Indicates sufficient evidence in

NCEA: National Cem r for Environmental Assessment, U.S. EPA animals associated with the site and inadequate or no-

evidence in humans
C - Possible human carcinogen
D - Not classifiable as a human carcinogen
E - Evidence of noncarcinogenicity

Summary of Toxicity Assessment
This table provides car..'nogenic risk information which is relevant to the contaminants of concern. Toxicity data are provided for both the oral and inhalation
routes of exposure.
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TABLE §

Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens Exceeding a Cancer Risk of 1E-6
Reasonable Maximum Exposure (RME)

Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Trespasser
Receptor Age: Youth (age 10-18 years)
Medium Expo_sure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium ingestion | Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Surface Soil | Surface Soil | Area A Benzo(a)pyrene 1.4e-06 4.4e-10 1.7e-06 3.2e-06
' Aldrin 1.1e-05 25e-08 - 1.1e-05
Total PCBs 4.9e-05 2.3e07 6.5e-05 1.1e-04
Arsenic 9.5e-06 3.8e-09 27e06 | 1.2¢-05
Surface Soil Area A Risk = 1.4e-04
Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Trespasser
Receptor Age: Youth (age10-18 years)
Medium Expo_sure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium Ingestion | Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Surface Soil | Surface Soil Are; B with Benzo(a)anthracene 2.1e05 1.5e-08 2.6e-05 4.6e-05
Outiers Benzo(a)pyrene 1.2e-04 3.7e-08 1.5e-04 2.6e-04
Benzo(b)fiuoranthene 3.4e-06 5.0e-09 4.2e-06 7.7e-06
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1.0e-06 2.1e-10 1.3e-06 s 23e06
: Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 1.5e-05 1.4e-08 - 1.9e-05 3.4e05
‘ Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 5.9¢-06 8.46-10 7.3e-06 . 1.3e05
2,3,7,8-TCDD 8.3e-05 3.2e-09 2.4e-05 1.1e-04
4,4-DDE 1.3e-05 - - 1.3e-05
alpha-BHC 1.0e-08 3.0e-08 - 1.1e-06
Dieldrin 1.0e-04 7.6e07 - 1.0e-04
Heptachlor epoxide 7.7e-05 2.4e-07 - 7.7e-05
Dioxin-like PCBs 3.9e-02 1.5¢-06 1.1e-02 5.0e-02
nondioxin-like PCBs 4.4¢-03 2.1e-05 5.8¢-03 1.0e-02
Total PCBs 1.2e-03 6.0e-06 1.7e-03 2.9e03
Arsenic 3.3e-06 1.3e-09 9.5¢-07 4.3e-06
Surface Soil (Area B with Outliers) Risk" = 3.6e-03
- Total Risk for Dioxin-.like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 6.0e-02
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TABLE 5 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Trespasser
Receptor Age: Youth (age10-18 years)
Medium Expo;ure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Surface Soil | Surface Soil Areg B without Benzo(a)anthracene 1.4e-06 4.4e-10 1.7e-06 3.2e-06
ouers 2,3,7,8-TCDD 8.3e-05 3.2e-08 2.4e-05 1.1e-04
Dieldrin 1.8e-05 1.4e-07 - 1.8e-05
Heptachlor epoxide 42e-06 1.3e-08 - 4.2e-06
Dioxin-like PCBs 3.9e-02 1.5e-06 1.1e-02 $.0e-02
Nondioxin-like PCBs 4.4e-03 2.1e-05 5.8e-03 1.0e-02
Total PCBs 1.3e-04 6.1e-07 1.7e-04 3.0e-04
Arsenic 3.3e-08 1.3e-08 9.5e-07 4.3e-06
Surface Soil (Area B without Outliers) Risk® = 4.4e-04
Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 6.0e-02
Scenario Ti neframe: Current

Receptor Po wlation:

Site Worker (Qutdoor)

Receptor Ag : Adutt
Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium
* Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Surface Soil | ¢ urface Soil | Area A Benzo(a)anthracene 7.1e-07 2.7e-09 6.1e-07 + .1.3e-06
Benzo(a)pyrene 6.4e-06 1.0e-08 §.5e-06 1.2e-05
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 9.2e-07 6.8e-09 7.9e-07 1.7e-08
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 1.1e-06 5.9e-10 9.7e-07 2.1e-06
Aldrin 4.9e-05 5.8e-07 - Se-05
Total PCBs 2.2e-04 8.9e-06 2.1e-04 4.4e-04
Arsenic 4.3e-05 1.4e-7e 8.6e-06 5.2e-05
Surface Soil Area A Risk = S5.6e-04
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TABLE 5 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium Expo.sure Exposure Point | Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Surface Soil | Surface Soil Areq B with Trichloroethylene 7.0e-08 1.8e-06 - 1.9¢-06
Outers Benzo(a)anthracene 9.4e-05 3.6e-07 8.1e-05 1.8e-04
Benzo(a)pyrene 5.3e-04 8.6e-07 4.6e-04 9.9e-04
Benzo(b)fiuoranthene 1.6e-05 1.2e-07 1.3e-05 2.9e-05
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 4 .6e-06 5.0e-09 4.0e-06 8.6e-06
Chrysene 8.5e-07 1.1e-08 7.3e-07 1.6e-06
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 6.9e-05 3.6e-08 5.9e-05 1.3e-04
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 2.7e-05 2.1e-08 2.3e-05 5.0e-05
23,78TCDD 3.8e-04 1.2e-07 7.5e-08 4.5e-04
4,4-DDE 5.8e-05 - - 5.8e-05
44-DDT 2.1e-06 6.4e-09 4.2e-07 2.6e-06
alpha-BHC 4.8e-06 6.9e-07 - § 4e-06
Dieldrin 4.6e-04 1.7e-05 - 4.8¢-04
gamma-Chiordane 1.1e-06 3.6e-10 2.9e-07 1.4e-06
Heptachlor 2.7e-06 9.6e-08 - . 2.8e-06
Heptachlor epoxide 3.5e-04 5.6e-06 - 3.6e-04
Dioxin-like PCBs 1.6e-01 5.9e-05 3.5e-02 2.0e-01
Nondioxin-like PCBs 2e-2 8.0e-04 1.8e-2 3.9e-02
Total PCBs 5.7¢-03 2.3e-04 5.3e-03 1.1e-02
Arsenic 1.5e-05 4.9e-08 3.0e-06 1.8e-05
Surface Soil (Area B with Outliers) Risk" = 1.4e-02
Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 2.4e-01
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TABLE 5 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population; Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adutt
Medium Equsure Exposure Point Chemical of Concemn Carcinogenic Risk
Medium ingestion | inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Surface Sail { Surface Soil Area_ B without Benzo(a)anthracene 6.2e-07 2.4e-9 5.3e-07 1.2e-06
Outters Benzo(a)pyrene 6.4e-06 1.0e-08 5.5e-06 1.2e-05
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 7.6e-07 5.6e-09 6.5e-07 1.4e-06
Dibenz(a,hjanthracene 1.4e-06 7.4e-10 1.2e-06 2.6e-06
23,78-TCDD 3.8e-04 1.2e-07 7.5e-05 4.5e-04
4,4-DDE 1.5e-06 - - 1.5e-06
Dieldrin 8.3e-05 3.1e-06 - 8.6e-05
Heptachior epoxide 1.9e-05 3.1e-07 - 1.9e-05
Dioxin-like PCBs 1.6e-01 5.9e-05 3.5e-02 2.0e-01
Nondioxin-like PCBs 2.0e-02 7.9e-04 1.8e-02 3.9e-02
Total PCBs 5.8e-04 2.3e-05 5.4¢-04 1.1e-03
Arsenic 1.5e-05 4.9e-08 3.0e-06 1.8e-05
Surface Soil (Area B without Outliers) Risk* = 1.7e-03
Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 2.4e-01
Scenario Timefra 1e: Current/Future
Receptor Populati \n: Site Worker (Indoor) -,
Receptor Age: Adutt
Medium Exp sure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Me fum | Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Building Buildir 3 Building Interior Arsenic 5.1e-06 - 2.0e-06 7.1e-06
Dust Dust
Sité Soils Air Indoqr Air- Area B 1,1-Dichloroethyiene - 1.4e-05 - 1.4e-05
Bezene - 2.2e-06 - 2.2e-06
Tetrachloroethylene - 4.8¢-06 - 4.8e-06
Trichloroethylene - 9.9e-04 - 9.9e-04
Vinyl chloride - 8.2¢-06 - 8.2e-06
Indoor (Area B) Risk = 1.0e-03
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Scenario Timeframe:
Receptor Population:

Future
Trespasser

TABLE 5 continued

Receptor Age: Youth (age 10-18 years)
Medium Expo_sure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium Ingestion | inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Tota!
Site Soils All Soils Areq B with Trichloroethylene 2.3e-07 1.2e-06 - 1.4e-06
Outters Benzo(a)anthracene 5.6e-06 4.2e-09 6.9e-06 1.3e-05
Benzo(a)pyrene 4.2e-05 1.3e-08 5.2e-05 9.5e-05
Benzo(b)fiucranthene 1.4e-06 2.1e-09 1.7e-06 3.2e-06
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 7.1e-06 6.6e-10 8.7e-06 1.6e-05
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1.8e-06 2.5e-10 2.26-06 3.9e-06
2,3,78-TCDD 8.3e-05 3.2e-09 24005 1.1e-04
4,4-DDE - 2.4e-05 - ~ 2.4e-05
44-DDT 5.8e-05 3.3e-08 1.7e-05 7.5e-05
Aldrin 1.4e-04 3.3e-07 - 1.4e-04
alpha-BHC 1.3e-06 3.8e-08 - 1.3e-06
Dieldrin 1.4e-03 1.0e-05 - 1.4e-03
gamma-Chlordane 3.0e-05 1.2e-08 1.1e-05 4.1e-05
Heptachlor 2.3e-06 1.6e-08 - 2.3e-06
Heptachior epoxide 9.0e-05 2.8e-07 - . 9.0e-05
Dioxin-like PCBs 3.9e-02 1.5e-06 1.1e-02 S$.0e-02
Nondioxin-like PCBs 4.4e-03 2.1e-05 5.8e-03 1.0e-02
Total PCBs 2.2e-03 1.0e-05 2.9e-03 5.1e-03
Arsenic 4.8e-06 1.9e-09 1.4e-06 6.2¢-06
All Soils (Area B with QOutliers) Risk* = 7.1e-03
Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 6.0e-02
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TABLE 5 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Trespasser
Receptor Age: Youth (age 10-18 years)
Medium El:p:'sure Exposure Point Chemicai of Concemn Carcinogenic Risk
edum Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Site Soils All Soils Areq B without Benzo(a)pyrene 1.1e-06 3.3e-10 1.3e-06 2.4e-06
| Outlers Dibenz(a,hyanthracene 9.1e07 8.5e-11 1.1e-06 2.0e-06
2,3,7,8-TCDD 8.3e-05 3.2e-09 2.4e-05 1.1e-04
Aldrin 2.0e-05 4.7e-08 - 2.0e-05
Dieldrin 3.4e-05 2.6e-07 - 3.4e-05
Heptachlior epoxide 2.6e-06 B.1e-09 - 2.6e-06
Dioxin-like PCBs 3.9e-02 1.5e-06 1.1e-02 5.0e-02
Nondioxin-like PCBs 4.4e-03 2.1e-05 5.8e-03 1.0e-02
Total PCBs 3.1e-04 1.5e-06 4.1e-04 7.3e-04
Arsenic 2.6e-06 1.0e-09 7.4e-07 3.3e-06
All Soils (Area B without Outliers) Risk" = 9.0e-04
Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 6.0e-02
Scenario Timefram::: Future
Receptor Populatioi. Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium Expo:. ire Exposure Point Chemical of cOncém Carcinogenic Risk
Medicm Ingestion | Inhalation Dermal Expo‘su;e Routes Total
Site Soil All Soils Areq A with Benzo(a)pyrene 3.0e-06 4.8e-09 2.6e-06 §.6e-06
Outlers Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 1.2e-06 6.4e-10 1.0e-06 2.3e-06
Aldrin 1.3e-05 1.5e-07 - 1.3e-05
Dieldrin 1.5e-05 5.5e-07 - 1.5e-05
Heptachlor 2.5e-06 9.1e-08 - 2.6e-06
Heptachlor epoxide 2.6e-06 4.2e-08 - 2.6e-06
Total PCBs 9.7e-05 3.9¢-06 9.0e-05 1.9e-04
Arsenic 9.9e-06 3.2e-08 2.0e-06 1.2e05
All Soils (Area A with Outliers) Risk = 2.4e-04
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TABLE 5 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adutt
Medium Equsure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium ingestion | inhalation Dermat Exposure Routes Total
Site Soil All Soils Areq A without Benzo(a)pyrene 2.0e-06 3.1e-09 1.7e-06 3.6e-06
Outers Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 1.2e-06 6.4e-10 1.0e-06 2.3e-06
Aidrin 7.0e-06 8.2e-08 - 7.0e-06
Dieldrin 1.3e-06 4.9e-08 - 1.4e-06
Heptachilor epoxide 2.6e-06 4.2e-08 - 2.6e-06
Total PCBs 7.7e-05 3.1e-06 7.1e-05 1.5e-04
Arsenic 9.9e-06 3.2e-08 2.0e-06 1.2e-05
All Soils (Area A without Outliers) Risk = 1.8e-04
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TABLE § continued

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: . Adult
Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern : Carcinogenic Risk
Medium
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Site Soils All Soils Area B with Trichloroethylene 1.1e-06 2.8e-05 - 2.9e-05
Outlers Benzo(a)anthracene 2.5e-05 9.7e-08 2.2e-05 4.7e-05
Benzo(a)pyrene 1.9e-04 3.1e-07 1.7e-04 3.6e-04
Benzo(b)fiuoranthene 6.4e-06 4.7e-08 5.5e-06 1.2e-05
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1.4e-06 1.6e-09 1.2e-06 2.7e-06
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 3.2e-05 1.7e-08 2.8e-05 6.0e-05
Indeno(1.2,3-cd)pyrene 8.0e-06 6.2e-09 6.9e-06 1.5e-05
23,78 TCDD 3.8e-04 1.2e-07 7.5e08 - 4.5e-04
44-DDE 1.1e-04 - - 1.1e-04
44-0D7 2.7e-04 7.8e-07 5.3e-05 3.2e-04
Aldrin 6.4e-04 7.6e-06 - 6.5e-04
alpha-BHC 5.9¢-06 8.6e-07 - 6.8e-06
Dieldrin 6.3e-03 2.4e-04 - €.5e-03
gamma-Chlordane 1.3e-04 4.4e-08 3.6e-05 1.7e-04
Heptachlor 1.0e-05 3.7e-07 - . 1.1e-05
Heptachior epoxide 4.1e-04 6.5e-06 - 4.2e-04
Dioxin-like PCBs 1.6e-01 5.9e-05 3.5e-02 2.0e-01
Nondioxin-like PCBs 2.0e-02 7.9e-04 | 1.8e-02 3.8e02
' Total PCBs 9.9e-03 4.0e-04 9.2e-03 1.9e-02
! Arsenic 2.2¢-05 7.2e-08 4.3e-06 2.6e-05
All Soils (Area B with Outliers) Risk* = 2.9e-02
Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 2.4e-01
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. TABLE 5 continued
Scenario Timeframe: Future

Receptor Poputation: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adutt
Mediurﬁ Equsure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Site Soils All Soils Area B without Trichloroethylene 2.5e-07 6.6e-06 - 6.8e-06
Outters Benzo(a)pyrene 4.8e-06 7.8e-09 4.1e-06 9.0e-06
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 7.8e-07 5.8e-09 6.7e-07 1.5e-06
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 4.1e-06 2.2¢-09 3.5¢-06 7.7e-06
2,3,7,8-TCDD 3.8e-04 1.2e-07 7.5e-05 4.5e-04
4,4-.DDE 2.2e-06 - - 2.2e-06
Aldrin 9.1e-05 1.1e-06 - 9.2e-05
alpha-BHC 1.8e-06 2.6e-07 - 2.1e-06
Dieldrin 1.6e-04 $.9e-06 - 1.6e-04
Heptachior epoxide 1.2e-05 1.9e-07 - 1.2e-05
Dioxin-like PCBs 1.6e-01 5.9e-05 3.5e-02 2.0e-01
Nondioxin-like PCBs 2.0e-02 7.9e-04 1.8e-02 3.9e-02
Tota! PCBs 1.4e-03 57e-05 1.3e-03 2.8¢-03
Arsenic 1.2e-05 3.8e-08 2.3e-06 1.4e-05
All Soils {Area B without Outliers) Risk” = . 3.5e-03
Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 24801
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TABLE 8 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Future .
Receptor Population: Construction Worker
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium Equsure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium Ingestion inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes Total
Site Soils All Soils Areg B with Trichioroethylene 1.3e-07 8.7e-06 - 8.9e-06
Outlers Benzo(a)anthracene 3.2e-06 3.0e-08 1.3e-06 4.5e-06
Benzo(a)pyrene 2.4e-05 9.2e-08 9.5e-06 3.4e-05
Benzo(b)fiuoranthene 8.1e-07 1.5e-08 3.2e-07 1.1e-06
Dibenz(a h)anthracene 4.1e-06 4.2e-09 1.6e-06 5.7¢-06
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1.0e-06 1.7e-08 4.0e-07 1.4e-06
23.78-TCDD 4.8e-05 6.7e-09 4.3e-06 5.2e-05
4,4-DDE 1.4e-05 -~ - 1.4e-05
44-DDT 3.4e-05 2.3e-07 3.0e;06 3.7e05
Aldrin 8.1e-05 2.4e-06 - 8.4e-05
alpha-BHC 7.5e-07 2.7e07 - 1.0e-06
Dieldrin 8.0e-04 7.5e-05 - 8.7e-04
gamma-Chiordane 1.7e-05 2.4e-09 2.0e-06 1.9e-05
Heptachlor 1.3e-06 1.2e-07 - 1.4e-06
Heptachlor epoxide §.2e-05 2.0e-06 - . ‘5.4e-05
Dioxin-like PCBs 2.2e-02 3.2e-06 2.0e-03 2.5e-02
Nondioxin-like PCBs 2.5e-03 5.0e-05 1.1e-03 3.6e-03
) Total PCBs 1.3e-03 25e-05 5.3e-04 1.8e-03
Arsenic 2.8e-06 3.9e-09 2.5e-07 . 3.0e-06
All Soils (Area B with Outliers) Risk® = 3.0e-03
Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 2.8e-02
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TABLE 5 continued
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Construction Worker
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium
Ingestion { Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Site Soils All Soils Area B without Trichloroethyiene 3.2¢-08 2.1e-06 - 2.1e-06
Outliers
2,3,7,8-TCDD 4.8e-05 6.7e-09 4.3e-06 5.2e-05
Aldrin 1.2¢-05 3.3e-07 - 1.2¢-05
Dieldrin 2.0e-05 1.9e-06 - 2.2e-05
Heptachlor epoxide 1.5e-06 $.8e-08 - 1.5e-06
Dioxin-like PCBs 2.2e-02 3.2e-06 2.0e-03 2.5e-02
Nondioxin-like PCBs 2.5e-03 5.0e-05 1.1e-03 3.6e-03
Total PCBs 1.8e-04 3.6e-06 7.5e-05 2.6e-04
Arsenic 1.5e-06 2.1e-08 1.4e-07 1.6e-06
All Soils (Area B without Outliers) Risk* = 3.5e-04
Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 2.8e-02
Key
- Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium. :
* :Risks associated with D xin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs are not included in this total and appear below.
Summary of Risk Characterization - Carcinogens
The table presents risk estimate for the significant routes of exposure. These risk estimates are based on a reasonable maximum exposure and
were developed by taking into ac :ount various health-protective assumptions about the frequency and duration of the receptors exposure to surface
and subsurface soils, as well as : e toxicity of the COCs.
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TABLE 6

Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens Exceeding a Cancer Risk of 1E4

Central Tendency Exposure (CTE)

Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Trespasser
Receptor Age: Youth (age10-18 years)
Medium Expo_sure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Surface Soil | Surface Soil Area_ B with Benzo(a)anthracene 5.2e-06 3.2e-08 2.6e-06 7.7e-06
Outlers Benzo(a)pyrene 2.9e-05 7.6e-09 1.5e-05 4. 4e-05
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 8.6e-07 1.0e-09 4.2e-07 1.3e-06
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 3.86-06 3.0e-10 1.9e-06 5.7e-06
indeno(1,2 3-cd)pyrene 1.5e-08 1.8e-10 7.3e-07 2.2¢-06
237.8-TCDD 21e-05 6.8e-10 2.4e-06 2.3e-05
4,4-DDE 3.2e-06 - - 3.26-06
Dieldrin 2.5e-05 1.6e-07 - 2.5e-05
Heptachlor epoxide 1.9e-05 S.1e-08 - 1.9e-05
Dioxin-like PCBs 9.8e-03 3.2e-07 1.1e03 1.1e-02
nondioxin-like PCBs 1.1e-03 4.4e-06 5.8e-04 1.7e-03
Total PCBs 3.1e-04 1.2e-06 1.7e-04 4.8e-04
i Surface Soil (Area B with Outliers) Risk® = « , 6.1e-04
Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 1.3e-02
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TABLE 6 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium
Ingestion | Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Surface Soil | Surface Soil Are; B with Benzo(a)anthracene 2.4e-05 9.2e-08 2.1e-06 2.6e-05
Outers Benzo(a)pyrene 1.4e-04 2.2e07 1.2e-05 1.5e-04
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 4.0e-06 3.0e-08 3.4e-07 4.4e-06
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1.2e-06 1.3e-09 1.0e-07 1.3e-06
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 1 Be-05 9.3e-09 1.5¢-06 1.9e-05
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 6.9e-06 5.3e-09 5.9e-07 7.5e-06
2378-TCDD 9.7¢-05 3.2e-08 1.9e-06 9.9e-05
44-DDE 1.5e-05 - - 1.5e-05
alpha-BHC 1.2e-06 1.8e-07 - 1.4e-06
Dieldrin 1.2e-04 4.4e-06 - 1.2e-04
Heptachlor epoxide 9.0e-05 1.4e-06 - 9.2e-05
Dioxin-like PCBs 4.56-02 1.5¢-05 9.1e-04 4.6e-02
Nondioxin-like PCBs 5.1e-03 2.0e-04 47e-04 5.8e-03
Total PCBs 1.5e-03 5.8e-05 1.3e-04 1.7e-03
- Arsenic 3.9e-06 1.3e-08 7.7e-08 4.0e-06
Surface Soil (Area B with Outliers) Risk® = Tt 22003
-. Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = S.2e-02
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TABLE 6 continued
Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adult
~ Medium Equsure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medum Ingestion | Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Surface Soil | Surface Soil | Area B without Benzo(a)pyrene 1.7e-06 2.7e-9 1.4e-07 1.8e-06
| 237.8TCDD 97605 | 32008 | 1.9e06 9.9¢-05
Dieldrin 2.1e.05 8.1e-07 - 2.2e05
Heptachlor epoxide 4.9e-06 7.5e-08 - 5.0e-06
Dioxin-like PCBs 4.5e-02 1.5e-05 9.1e-04 4.6e-02
Nondioxin-like PCBs 5.1e-03 2.0e-04 4.7e-04 5.8e-03
Total PCBs 1.5e-04 6.0e-06 1.4e-05 1.7e-04
Arsenic 3.9e-06 1.3e-08 7.7e-08 4.0e-06
Surface Soil (Area B without Outliers) Risk* = 3.0e-04
Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 5.2e-02
Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future

Receptor Population:

Site Worker (Indoor)

Receptor Age: Adult
Medium Exposure ."xposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium
) Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
) Total
Building Buitding Bui. ing Interior Arsenic 1.2e-06 - 4.6e-08 . . 1.2e-06
Dust Dust
Site Soils Air indoc Air- AreaB | 1,1-Dichloroethylene - 3.2e-06 - 3.2e06
s Tetrachioroethyiene - 1.1e-06 - 1.1e-06
Trichloroethylene - 2.3e-04 - 2.3e-04
N Vinyl chloride - 1.9¢-06 - 1.9¢-06
indoor (Area B) Risk = 2 4e-04
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TABLE 6 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Trespasser
Receptor Age: Youth (age 10-18 years)
Medium Expo_sure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Site Soils All Soils Areq B with Benzo(a)anthracene 1.4e-06 8.7e-10 6.9e-07 2.1¢-06
Outers Benzo(a)pyrene 1.1e-05 2.7e-09 5.2e-06 1.6e-05
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 1.8e-06 1.4e-10 8.7e-07 2.6e-06
2,3,7.8TCDD 2.1e-05 ~ 6.8e-10 2.4e-06 2.3e-05
4,4-DDE 6.1e-06 - - 6.1e-06
4,4-DDT 1.5e-05 €.9e-09 1.7e-06 1.6e-05
Aldrin 3.5e-05 6.9e-08 - 3.5e-05
Dieldrin 3.5¢-04 2.2e-06 - 3.5e-04
gamma-Chiordane 7.4e-06 2.4e-10 1.1e-06 8.5e-06
Heptachlor epoxide 2.2¢-05 5.9e-08 - 2.3e-05
Dioxin-like PCBs 9.8e-03 3.2e-07 1.1e-03 1.1e-02
Nondioxin-like PCBs 1.1e-03 4.4e-06 $.8e-04 1.7e-03
Total PCBs 5.4e-04 2.2¢-06 2.9e-04 8.4e-04
Arsenic 1.2e-06 3.9e-10 1.4e-07 1.3e-06
: All Soils (Area B with Outliers) Risk" = 1.3e-03
Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = S 1.3e-02
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Trespe ser

Receptor Age: Youth (- 3e 10-18 years)
Medium Exposure Expos 're Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
. Medium
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Site Soils All Soils Area B wi hout 2,3,7,8-TCDD 21e-05 6.8e-10 - 2.4e-06 2.3e-05
Outliers

Aldrin 5.0e-06 9.8e-09 - 5.0e-06
Dieidrin 8.6e-06 5.4e-08 - 8.6e-06
Dioxin-like PCBs 9.8e-03 3.2e07 1.1e-03 1.1e-02
Nondioxin-like PCBs 1.1e-03 4.4e-06 5.8e-04 1.7e-03
Total PCBs 7.7e-05 3.1e-07 4.1e-05 1.2e-04
All Soils (Area B without Outliers) Risk* = 1.6e-04
Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 1.3e-02
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TABLE 6 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adutt
Medium Expo.sure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium ingestion | inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Site Soils All Soiis Area_ B with Trichioroethylene 2.7¢07 7.1e-06 - 7.4e-06
| Benzo(a)anthracene 6.5e-06 2.5e-08 5.6e-07 7.1e-06
Benzo(a)pyrene 5.0e-05 8.0e-08 4.3e-06 5.4e-05
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1.7e-06 1.2e-08 1.4e-07 1.8e-06
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 8.3e-06 4.3e-09 7.1e-07 9.0e-06
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 2.1e-06 1.6e-09 1.8e-07 2.2e-06
2,3,7,8-TCDD 9.7e-05 3.2e-08 1.9e-06 9.9e-05
4,4-DDE 2.9e-05 - - 2.9e-05
4.4-DDT 6.8e-05 2.0e-07 1.4e-06 7.0e-05
Aldrin 1.6e-04 2.0e-06 - 1.7e-04
alpha-BHC 1.5e-06 2.2e-07 - 1.7e-06
- Dieldrin 1.6e-03 6.1e-05 - 1.7e-03
N gamma-Chiordane 3.5e-05 1.1e-08 9.1e-07 3.5e-05
Heptachlor 2.7e-06 9.5e-08 - 2.7e-06
- " Heptachior epoxide 1.16-04 1.7e-06 - 1.16-04
Dioxin-like PCBs 45002 | 15605 | 9.1e0s T a6e02
Nondioxin-like PCBs 5.1e-03 2.0e-04 4.7e-04 5.8e-03
Total PCBs 2.6e-03 1.0e-04 2.4e-04 2.9e-03
Arsenic 5.6e-06 1.8e-08 1.9e-07 5.7e-06
All Soils (Area B with Outliers) Risk* = 5.2e-03
Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-fike PCBs = 5.2e-02
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TABLE 6 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adutt
Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic Risk
Medium
ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Site Soils All Soils Areg B without Trichloroethyiene 6.5e-08 1.7e-06 - 1.8e-06
Outlers Benzo(a)pyrene 1.2e-06 2.0e-08 1.1e-07 1.3e-06
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 1.1e-06 5.6e-10 9.1e-08 1.2e-06
2,378-TCDD 9.7e-05 3.2e-08 1.9e-06 9.9e-05
Aldrin 2.3e-05 2.8e-07 - 2.4e-05
Dieldrin 4.0e-05 1.5e-06 - 4.2e05
Heptachlor epoxide 3.0e-06 4.8e-08 - 3.1e-06
Dioxin-like PCBs 4.5e-02 1.5e-05 9.1e-04 4.6e-02
Nondioxin-like PCBs 5.1e-03 2.0e-04 4.7e-04 5.8e-03
Total PCBs 3.6e-04 1.5e-05 3.4e-05 4.1e-04
Arsenic 3.0e-06 1.0e-08 6.0e-08 3.1e-06
All Soils (Area B without Outliers) Risk* = 5.9e-04
Total Risk for Dioxin-like PCBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs = 5.2e-02
Key

- Route of exposure is not applicab.¢ to this medium.
: Risks associated with Dioxin-like | CBs and Nondioxin-like PCBs are not included in this total and appear below.

.

Summary of Risk Characterization - Carcinogens

The table presents risk estimates for the : gnificant routes of exposure. These risk estimates are based on a central tendency exposure and were
developed by taking into account various + 2alth-protective assumptions about the frequency and duration of the receptors exposure to surface and
subsurface soils, as well as the toxicity of he COCs.

3
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TABLE 7

Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens Exceeding a Hazard Index of 1

Reasonable Maximum Exposure (RME)

Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Trespasser
Receptor Age: Youth (Age 10-18 years)
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total

Surface Surface Area A Arocior 1254 Eye/immune 9 0 12 21
Soil Soil

Surface Soil (Area A) Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard index = 21

Eye / immune Index = 21

Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Trespasser

Receptor Age: Youth (Age 10-18 years)
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Surface Surface Area B Arocior 1254 Eye/Immune 230 6 310 550
Soil Soil with
Outliers Heptachior Liver 5 - - 5
| epoxide
Surface Soil (Area B with Outliers) Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index = 560
- Eye / iImmune Hazard Index 550
Liver Hazard Index = s
Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Trespasser

Receptor Age: Youth (Age * O-18 years)
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Zhemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
“ Medium Point Concern Target
B Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Surface | Surface Area B Arox lor 1254 Eye/Immune 15 0 19 34
Soil Soil without
Outliers
Surface Soil (Area A without Outliers)/ Receptor Hazard Index Total = M4
Eye / Immune Hazard Index = 34
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" TABLE 7 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total
Surface Surface Area A Aroclor 1254 Eye/immune 15 3 14 32
Soit Soil
Surface Soil (Area A) / Receptor Hazard Index Total = 32
Eye / immune Hazard Index Total = 32
Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total
Surface Surface Area B Aroclor 1254 Eye/Immune 380 76 350 810
Soil Soil with
Outliers Dieldrin Liver 2 - - 2
Heptachlor Liver 8 - - 8
epoxide
Surface Soil (Area B with Outliers)/ Receptor Hazard Index Total = 820
Eye / Immune Hazard index Total = 810
Liver Hazard Index Total = 10
Scenario Timeframe: Current L
Receptor Population: Site Worke. (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adutt
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
- Routes Total
Surface Surface Area B Arc lor 1254 Eye/Immune 24 5 22 S1
Soil Soil without
N Outliers
; Surface Soil (Area B without Outliers) / Receptor Hazard Index Total = S
’ Eye/Immune Hazard Index Total = 51
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» TABLE 7 continued
Current/Future

+ Scenario Timeframe:
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Indoor)
Receptor Age: Adutt
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
: Organ Ingestion inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total
Building Building Building Aroclor 1254 Eye/immune 51 - 94 150
Dust Dust Interior
Building Interior / Receptor Hazard Index Total = 150
Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total = 150
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Trespasser
Receptor Age: Youth (Age 10-18 years)
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total
Site Soils | All Soils Area A Aroclor 1248 Eye/immune 2 0 2 4
with
Qutliers 0 Aroclor 1254 Eye/lmmune 3 0 4 7
- Site Soils (Area A with Outliers) / Receptor Hazard Index Total = 1
Eye / Immune Hazard index Total = 1
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Trespasser
Receptor Age: Youth (Age 10-1! years)
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chd nical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Cc ncern Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Demmal Exposure
- Routes Total
R
Site Soils | All Sdils Area A Arocior . 254 Eye/immune 2 0 ) 3 5
without
Outiiers
H Site Soils (Area A without Outliers) / Receptor Hazard Index Total = 5
» Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total = 5
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TABLE 7 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Trespasser
Receptor Age: Youth (Age 10-18 years)
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total
Site Soils | All Soils Area B 4,4-DDT Liver 3 - 1 4
with
Odutiiers Aldrin Liver 2 - - 2
Arocior 1242 Fetus 6 0 8 15
Aroclor 1248 Eye/Immune 83 2 110 200
Aroclor 1254 Eye/Immune 380 ] 510 900
Dieldrin Liver 13 - - 13
gamma-Chiordane | Liver 1 0 1 2
Heptachior Liver 6 - - 6
epoxide
Surface Soil (Area B with Outliers) / Receptor Hazard Index Total = 1100
Fetus Hazard Index Total = 15
Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total = 1100
Liver Hazard Index Total = 26
Scenario fimeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Trespasser
Receptor Age: Youth (Age 1718 years)
Medium | Exposure | Exposure « hemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient T
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermai Exposure
- Routes Total
Site Soils | All Soils Area B Aroc. r 1248 Eye/immune 12 0 16 28
without
Outliers Aroclor 1254 Eye/immune 47 1 63 110
Site So s (Area B without Outliers) Hazard index Total / Receptor Hazard index = 140
- Eye / Immune Hazard Index 140
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outd: or)
Receptor Age: - Adult
Medium Expo;ure Exposure Chem zal of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Con: ern Target
Organ ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
- Routes Total
Site Soils | All Soils Area A Aroclor 12. 8 Eye/lmmune 3 1 3 6
with
Outliers Aroclor 128 4 Eye/Immune 5 1 4 10
Site Soils (Area A with Outliers) Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index = 16
Eye / Immune Hazard Index 16
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TABLE 7 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adutt
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target :
) Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total
Site Soils | All Soils Area A Aroclor 1254 Eye/immune 4 1 3 8
without
Outiiers
Surface Soil (Area A without Outliers) Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index = 8
Eye / Immune Hazard index 8
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Poputation: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adutt
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemica! of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total
Site Soils | All Soils Area B 4,4-DDT Liver 4 - 1 5
with
Outliers Aldrin Liver 4 - - 4
Aroclor 1242 Fetus 10 2 9 21
Arc clor 1248 Eye/immune 140 27 130 300
Aroc or 1254 Eye/Immune 630 130 580 1300
’ Dielc rin Liver - 2 - - 2
i gamir 3-Chiordane | Liver 2 0 1 v 3
Heptac or Liver 10 - - 10
epoxide
’ Surface Soil (Area B with Outliers) Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index = 1700
Liver Hazard Index Total = 44
Fetus Hazard Index Total = 21
4 Eye / Immune Hazard Index = 1600
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor !
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemic: i of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Conce. n Target
] Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total
Site Soils | All Soils Area B Aroclor 1248 Eye/immune 20 4 18 42
without
Outliers Aroclor 1254 Eye/tmmune 77 15 71 160
Site Soils Hazard (Area B without Outliers) Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index = 200
Eye / Immune Hazard Index 200
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TABLE 7 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Construction Worker
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion inhalation Dermat Exposure
Routes Total
Site Soils | All Soils Area A Aroclor 1248 Eye/immune 9 1 4 13
with
Outliers Aroclor 1254 Eye/immune 15 2 8 23
Site Soils (Area A with Outliers)Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Iindex = 36
Eye / immune Hazard Index 36
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Construction Worker
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
. Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total
Site Soils [ All Soils Area A Aroclor 1248 Eye/immune 2 0 1 2
without
Outliers Aroclor 1254 Eye/Immune 11 1 s 17
Sit : Soils (Area A without Outliers)Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index = 21
Eye / Immune Hazard index 19
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Construction Wi ker
Receptor Age: Aduit *
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Che =ical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient™ *
Medium Point Cc icern Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total
Site Soils | All Soils Area B 4,4-DD7 Liver 14 - 1 15
with
Outliers Aldrin Liver 11 - - 1
Arocior 12 2 Fetus 32 3 14 49
Aroclor 12« 3 Eye/immune 430 43 180 650
Aroclor 125 , Eye/immune 2000 200 830 3000
Dieldrin Liver 70 - - 70
Endrin zldeh ie Liver 2 - - 2
gamma-Chior ane | Liver 7 0 "1 8
Heptachlor Liver 3 - - 3
epoxide
Site Soils { \rea B with Outliers)Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index = 3800
Liver Hazard Index Total = 140
Fetus Hazard Index Total = 49
Eye / Immune Hazard Index = 3700
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TABLE 7 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Construction Worker
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium | Exposure Exposf:re Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total
Site Soils { All Soiis Area B Aldrin Liver 2 - - 2
without
Outliers Arocior 1242 Fetus 1 Y Y 2
Aroclor 1248 Eye/immune 63 27 96
Aroclor 1254 Eye/immune 240 24 100 360
Dieldrin Liver 2 - - 2
Site Soils (Area B without Outliers) Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index = 460
Liver Hazard Index Total = 3
Fetus Hazard Index Total = 2
Eye / Immune Hazard index = 460
Key
- : Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium.
Summary of Risk Characterization - Non-Carcinogens
The table presents hazard quotients (HQs) for each route of exposure and the hazard index (sum of hazard quotients) for all routes of exposure. The
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund sta: 2s that, generally, a hazard index (Hl) greater than 1 indicates the potential for adverse non-cancer
effects.

. b
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TABLE 8
Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens Exceeding a Hazard Index of 1

Central Tendency Exposure {CTE)

Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Trespasser
Receptor Age: Youth (Age 10-18 years)
Medium | Exposure Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Surface Surface Area A Aroclor 1254 Eye/immune 23 0.0 12 35
Soil Soit
Surface Soil Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Iindex = 35
Eye / Immune Index = 35
Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Trespasser
Receptor Age: Youth (Age 10-18 years)
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Surface Surface Area B with | Arod'or 1254 Eye/lmmune 58.0 1.2 31.0° 90.0
Soil Soil Outiiers
Hept <hior Liver 13 - - 13
epoxi: @
Surface €oil Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard index = 91.0
Eye / Immune Hazard Index . 910
Liver Hazard index = 13
Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Trespasser
Receptor Age: Youth (Age 10-18 yez s)
Medium | Exposurfe Expostre Chemic | of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Conce n Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Surface Surface Area B Aroclor 125« Eye/tmmune 36 0.1 19 6.0
Soil Soil without
Outliers
Surface Soil / Receptor Hazard Index Total = 5.6
Eye / immune Hazard index = 56
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TABLE 8 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium | Exposure Expésure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Surface Surface Area A Arocior 1254 Eye/immune 15.0 28 13 18.0
Soit Soil
Surface Soil / Receptor Hazard Index Total = 18.0
Eye / immune Hazard Index Total = 18.0
Scenario Timeframe: Current
Receptor Population: Site Worker (OCutdoor)
Receptor Age: Adutt
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Surface Surface Area B Aroclor 1254 Eye/lmmune 370 74 34 480
Soil Soil with
Outliers Dieldrin Liver 16 - - 1.6
Hept: chlor Liver 8 - - 8
epoxic 2
Surface Soil / Receptor Hazard index Total = 490
Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total = 480
Liver Hazard index Total = 10
Scenario Timeframe: Current A
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium Exposuf’e Exposure Chemic: | of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Conce 1 Target
Organ Ingestion Inhatation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Surface Surface Area B Aroclor 1254 Eye/Immune 23 4.7 22 30
Soil Soil without
Ouitliers
Surface Soil / Receptor Hazard Index Total = 30
Eye / immune Hazard Index Total = 30
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TABLE 8 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future
Receptor Population: Site Worker (indoor)
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ ingestion inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Building Building Building Aroclor 1254 Eye/Immune 44 - 8 52
Dust Dust Interior
Building Interior / Receptor Hazard Index Total = 52
Eye / Immune Hazard index Total = 52
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Trespasser
Receptor Age: Youth (Age 10-18 years)
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Site Soils | All Soils Area A Arocler 1254 Eye/immune 0.7 0.01 0.4 11
with
Outliers
Site Soils / Receptor Hazard Index Total = 141
Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total = 11
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Trespasser .
Receptor Age: Youth (Age 10-18 year: | '
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chermicat »f Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concent Target
Organ Ingestion inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
- Total
Site Soils | Ali Soils Area B Aroclor 1242 Fetus 1.5 0.03 08 24
with
" Outliers Aroclor 1248 Eye/lmmune 21 0.42 11 32
Aroclor 1254 Eye/immune a5 1.9 51 150
Dieldrin Liver 34 - - 34
Heptachlor Liver 15 - - 15
epoxide
Surface Soil / Receptor Hazard Index Total = 190
Fetus Hazard Index Total = 2
Eye / Immune Hazard Index Total = 160
Liver Hazard Index Total = S
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TABLE 8 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Trespasser .
Receptor Age: Youth (Age 10-18 years
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Site Soils | All Soils Area B Aroclor 1248 Eye/Immune 3 0.06 2 5
without
Outliers Aroclor 1254 Eye/Immune 12 0.24 6 19
Site Soils Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard index = 24
Eye / immune Hazard Index 24
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Site Soils | All Soils Area A Aroclor 1248 Eye/Immune 3 0.6 3 4
with
Outliers Aroclor 1254 Eye/Immune 5 10 4 6
Site Soils Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard index = 10
Eye / immune Hazard Index 10
Scenario Timeframe: _ Future
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor) ‘
Receptor Age: Adutlt -
Medium | Exposure | Exposure Chemical ¢ Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Site Soils | All Soils Area A Arocior 1254 Eye/Immune « 3 1 03 4
without
Outliers
- Surface Soil Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index = 4
Eye / Immune Hazard index 4
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TABLE 8 continued

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adult ’
Medium Equsure Exposure Chemical of Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Site Soils | All Soils Area B 44-DDT Liver 4 - 0.1 4
with
Outliers Aldrin Liver 3 - - 3
Arocior 1242 Fetus 10 2 0.9 13
Aroclor 1248 Eye/immune 130 27 12 170
Arocior 1254 Eye/lmmune 610 120 56 790
- Dieldrin Liver 21 - - 21
gamma-Chiordane | Liver 2 0.002 0.055 2
Heptachlor Liver 9 - - 9
epoxide
Surface Soil Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard index = 1000
Liver Hazard Index Total = 40
Fetus Hazard Index Total = 13
Eye / immune Hazard Index = 960
Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Site Worker (Outdoor)
Receptor Age: Adult
Medium | Exposure ] Exposure Chemical ¢ Primary Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotieqt
Medium Point Concern Target
Organ Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
. Total
Site Soils | All Soils Area B Aroclor 1248 Eye/immune 19 4 2 25
without
Qutliers Aroclor 1254 Eye/lmmune 75 15 7 97
Site Soils Hazard Index Total / Receptor Hazard Index = 120
Eye / Immune Hazard Index 120
Key

- ' Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium.

Summary of Ri -k Characterization - Non-Carcinogens

The table presents hazard quotients (HQs) for each route of exp: sure and the hazard index (sum of hazard quotients) for all routes of exposure. The
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund states that, generally, 2 hazard index (Hi) greater than 1 indicates the potential for adverse non-cancer effects.
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TABLE 9

SUMMARY OF COST ESTIMATES

SOIL ALTERNATIVES TOTAL CAPITAL ANNUAL O&M | ANNUAL OPERATING TOTAL PRESENT.
: COST cosT - - WORTH .

b~~~ —— -~ —— ————

No Action $0 $0 $0 $0
Excavation/Off-Site $111,000, 000 $124,000 N/A $114,000,000
Disposal/Institutional Controls

“Principal Threat” Excavation; Off- | $58,000,000 $560, 000 N/A $72,000,000
Site Disposal/Multi-Layer :
iCap/Institutional Controls

Soil Vapor $25,000,000 5440, 000 $330,000 $36,000,000
Extraction/Solidification/Multi-

Layer Cap/Institutional Controls

Low Temperature Thermal $40, 000,000 $440:000 $142,000 $52,000,000
Desorption/Multi-Layer . . -

Cap/Institutional Controls

“Principal Threat” Excavation; Low $51, 000,000 $440, 000 $142,000 $62,000,000
Temperature Thermal Desorption/Off-

Site Disposal/Multi-Layer Cap/

Institutional Controls

y——
- R

BUILDING ALTERNATIVES

——
- )

‘m' s

No Action $0 $0 N/A $0
Decontamination and Surface $12,000,000 $220,000 N/A $18, 000,000
Encapsulation/

Institutional Controls

Demolition/Off-Site Disposal 7,000,000 0 N/A 7,000,000
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Table 10

Capital Costs for the Selected Remedy

Building Remedy TOTAL
QUANTITY UNIT LABOR EQUIPMENT MATERIALS cosT
Remove concrete slab on grade (<8'}) 242,000 SF] $0.59 $0.20 $0.00 $191,180
Remove carpeting 14,600 SF $0.23 $0.00 $0.00 $3,358
Remove wood floor 2,800 SF $0.49 $0.00 $0.00 $1,372
Remove roof (built up) 208,950 SF $0.62 $0.33 $0.00 $198,503
Remove concrete roof 4,000 SF $2.40 $0.46 $0.00 $11,440
Remove misc. roof (i.e., vent, louver,etc.) 80 EA $86.10 $0.00 $0.00 $6,888
Remove concrete beams 424 CF] $11.60 $2.22 $0.00 $5,860
Remove concrete support 624 CF $10.39 $1.99 $0.00 $7,725
Remove concrete columns 2160 CF| $10.39 $1.99 $0.00 $26,741
Remove steel beams and columns 476 TON $278.94 $16.07 $0.00 $140,277
Remove masonry wall (12") 136,075 SF] $1.38 $0.26 $0.00 $223,163
Remove interior walls 4,770 SF $0.63 $0.00 $0.00 $3,005
Remove panel/sheet rock 18,460 SF $0.67 $0.63 $0.00 $23,998
Remove wood wall 22,220 SF| $0.67 $0.63 $0.00 $28,886
Remove exterior wood wall 6,700 SF]| $0.63 $0.00 $0.00 $4,221
Remove exterior siding 6,700 SF $0.63 $0.00 $0.00 $4,221
Remove wood roof truss structure 22,750 SF $0.62 $0.33 $0.00 $21,613
Remove metal roof 40,850 SF $0.50 $0.00 $0.00 $20,425
Remove piping to 4" 59, 600 LF| $3.15 $0.00 $0.00 $187,740
Remove piping to 8" 5,600 LF| $6.95 $0.00 $0.00 $38,920
Remove piping to 16" 70 LF| $13.90 $0.00 $0.00 $973
Remove lavatory/urinal 60 EA $70.00 $0.00 $0.00 54,200
Remove misc. fixtures 99 EA] $45.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,455
Remove electrical conduits 52,900 , LF $2.50 $0.00 $0.00 $132,250
Remove duct < 2 ft. 8,300 LF] $2.87 $0.00 $0.00 $23,821
Remove duct > 2 ft. 3,750 LF $4.30 $0.00 $0.00 $16,125
Select backfill 1,000 CY)| $0.00 $0.00 $7.95 $7,950
T&D of non-hazardous material 1v,055 TON $0.00 $0.00 $91.58 $1,745,057
T&D of hazardous material ~ ; 2,495 TON $0.00 $0.00 $250.00 $623,750
Total Direct Construction Costs (TDCC) $3,708,116
Area Code Factor @10% $370,812
TDCC Subtotal $4,078,927
Contingency @ 20% of TDCC $815,785
Engineering and Construction Management @15% of TDCC $611,839
Legal and Administrative @5% of TDCC $203,946
i Relocation Cost! $1,198,800
Total Present Worth 6,909,298

The major facilities and construction components are based on.best estimates obtained during a field reconnaissance on 02/11/03.

Costs do not include dust control partitions, utility markouts and relocation.
No lead paint or asbestos survey was performed.
1 Relocation estimates include re-establishment costs ($10,000) and moving expenses ($50,000) per tenant.

tenants may be eligible for relocation.

Costs do not reflect any special handling.

Cost estimate includes an oversight fee of 11%.

Estimate assumes 18
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Table 10 continued

SOIL REMEDY Labor Equipment Material

Al Estimated l Unit Unit Price I Cost Unit Pricc-l Cost Unit Price I Cost Total Construction
Multi-Layer Cap
Clearing and Grubbing 6.4 acre $208.52 $1,751.57 $412.51 $3,465.08 $0.00 $0.00 $5,216.65
Top Soil (6™) 16,000 cuoyd $2.95 $47,200.00 $2.21 $35,360.00 $23.25 $372,000.00 $454,560.00
Clean Fill(12™) 31,000 cu yd $4.00 $124,000.00 $3.50 $108,500.00 $17.23 $534,130.00 §766,630.00
Drainage Sand (6%) 16,000 cu yd $4.00 $64,000.00 $3.50 $56,000.00 $17.55 $260,800.00 $400,800.00
Compaction (24") 63,000 cu yd $0.91 $57,330.00 $0.2% $15,750.00 $0.00 $0.00 $73,000.00
Geotextile (2 layer) 2,000,000 sq ft $0.50 $1,000,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.35 $700,000.00 $1,700,000.00
HDPE Liner 1,000, 000 sq ft $0.25 $250,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.75 $750,000.00 $1,000,000.00
Vegetation 19.4 acre $75.00 $1,940.00 $100.00 $100.00 $1,500.00 $29,100.00 $32,495.00
Capacitor Disposal Area
Excavation 7,500 cu yd $1.83 $13,725.00 $3.51 $26,325.00 $0.00 $0.00 $40,050.00
Clean Fill 9,375 cu yd $4.00 $37,500.00 $3.04 $28,500.00 §17.23 $161,531.25 $227,531.25
Compaction 7,500 cu yd $0.91 $6,825.00 $0.25 $1,875.00 $0.00 $0.00 $8,700.00
Engineered Control
Excavation 2,300 cu yd $1.83 $4,209.00 $3.51 $8,073.00 $0.00 $§0.00 $12,282.00
Clean Fill 2,900 cu yd $4.00 $11,600.00 $3.04 $8,816.00 $17.23 $49,967.00 $70,383.00
Top Soil 1,400 cu yd $3.91 $5,474.00 $3.01 $4,214.00 $23.25 $32,550.00 $42,238.00
Compaction 2,300 cu yd $0.91 $2,093.00 $0.25 §575.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,668.00
Vegetation 0.7 acre $75.00 $52.50 $100.00 $70.00 $1,500.00 $1,050.00 $1,172.50
LTTD
Mobilization/Demobilization 2 ea $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 §0.00 $120,000.00 $240,000.00 $240,000.00
Permit/Eny for site 2 ea $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $40,833.00 $40,833.00 $40,833.00
Excavation 53,500 cu yd $1.83 $97,905.00 $3.51 $1687,785.00 $0.00 $0.00 $285,690.00
Debris Seqregation 5,500 cu yd $5.49 $30,195.00 $3.51 $19,305.00 $0.00 $0.00 $49,500.00
Indirect Fire, Rental & Oper. 80,500 ton $1.80 $144,900.00 51.22 $98,210.00 $98.42 $7,922,810.00 $0,165,920.00
Equip. Mannt. (8%) 3 yr $0.00 50.00 $142,220.00 $426,660.00 $0.00 $0.00 $426,660.00
Excavation
Excavation 53,500 v oyd $1.83 $97,905 $3.51 $187,785 $0.00 $0.00 $285,690.00
Clean Fill , 67,000 cu yd $4.00 $264, 000 $3.04 $203,680 $17.23 $1,154,410 $1,626,090.00
Compaction . ' 53,500 cu yd $0.91 $48,685 $0.2% $13,375 $0.00 $0.00 $62,060.00
Off-site Disposal
TSCA Wast« 56,000 ton $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $157.00 $8,792,000.00 $8,792,000.00
- Requiring Treatment 19,000 ton $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 §0.00 $220.00 $4,180,000.00 $4,180,000.00
Non-TSCA Wuaite 16,500 ton $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $70.00 $1,155,000.00 $1,155,000.00
-Requiring Treatment 0 ton $0.00 50.00 $0.00 $0.00 $155.00 $0.00 $0.00
Capacitor Disposal Area 10,400 ton $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $270.00 $2,808,000.00 $2,0808,000.00
-Requiring Treatment 600 ton $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $220.00 $132,000.00 $1132,000.00

Total ['irect Comstruction Costs (TDCC}
Area Code 07080 Factor @ 10%

T Subtotal

i'ont ingency at 20% of Tt Subtotal

Eugineering and Construction Management of TV (" Subtotal

Legal and Administrative at 5% of TDUC Subtotal

Total Conatruction Cost

Equipment Maintenance

Annual O&M

$33,087,249.40
3,308,724.94
36, 395974, 34
$7,279,194.87
$5,54%,396.15
$1,819,798,72

$51,040,364.08

$42¢,660.00

$43°,970.42

Total biesent Worth — $62,291,761.37 ]
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TABLE 11

Chemicals Detected in Groundwater Samples

Volatile Organic Compounds

Vinyl chioride 9 160 3/12
cis-1,2-Dichioroethylene 2 190,000 12/12
Trichloroethylene 17 120,000 12/12
Tetrachloroethylene 12 520 3/12
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 1200 1200 1712

Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds

Naphthalene 5 5 1/12

bis(2-Ethylhexyl) phthalate 1 1 1112

Pesticides and PCBs

beta-BHC 016 .016 1/12
delta-BHC .074 074 1/12
Aldrin .022 1.3 9/12
Aroclor 1232 53 “ 80 9/12
Arocior 1254 _ 41 9.2 4/12 -
Inorganics

Aluminum 373 747 12/12
Antimony 3 3 112
Arsenic 34 34 1712
Barium 79.4 1,570 12/12
Beryllium 21 .33 8/12
Calcium 39,700 128,000 12112
Chromium ' 38 18 10/12
Cobalt .66 27 712
Copper 22 36.9 12/12
Cyanide 12 5.6 6/12
Iron 76.7 1,190 12/12
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Magnesium 7,800 20,100 12/12
Manganese 364 1,580 12/12
Nickel 5.1 42 12/12
Potassium 1,080 5,930 12/12
Selenium 4.5 4.5 1712
Sodium 13,100 43,800 12/12
Vanhadium 1.3 85 12/12
Zinc 1.5 44.6 8/12
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APPENDIX III

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
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CORNELL DUBILIER ELECTRONICS, INC.
OPERABLE UNIT TWO
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE
INDEX OF DOCUMENTS

1.0 SITE IDENTIFICATION

1.3 Preliminary Assessment Reports

P. 100001 - Letter to Mr. Nick Magriples, CHMM, On-scene

100055 Coordinator, Removal Action Branch, U. S. EPA,
from Ms. Lara Coraci, Assistant to the President,
DSC of Newark Enterprises, Inc., re: Enclosed
Preliminary Assessment Report as submitted to the
NJDEP, April 3, 1996. (Attachment: Report:
Preliminary Assessment Report, Hamilton Industrial
Park, 333 Hamilton Boulevard, South Plainfield,
NJ, prepared by ENSA Environmental, Inc., prepared
for Norpak Corporation, May, 1995.)

2.0 REMOVAL RESPONSE ;

2.1 Sampling and Analysis Plans

-

P. 200001 - Letter (with attachment) to Muthu S. Sindram,
200011 Esquire, Assistant Regional Counsel, N.w Jersey

Superfund Branch, U. S. EPA Region 2, :Zrom Mr.
Robert S. Sanoff, Foley, Hoag & Eliot ILP, re:
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc., Hamilton
Industrial Park, South Plainfield, New .Tersey,
January 21, 1998. (Attachment: Letter o Mr. Mark
Nielson, P. E., Environ Gorporation, frcm Mr.
William R. Goudy, Project Manager, InfrzTech
International, re: Proposal for Remedial Actions,
Cornell Dubilier Electronics, Inc., Marci 9,
1998.) .

2.2 Sampling and Analysis data/Chain of buétody Forms

P. 200012 - Memorandum to Ms. Sella Burchette, U. S. LPA/ERTC
200028 Work Assignment Manager, from Mr. Kenneth Robbins,

1
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200029 -
200062

200063 -
200104

REAC Task Leader, Roy F. Weston, Inc., re:
Document transmittal under Work Assignment 1-262,
May 30, 1997. (Attachment: Report: EFinal Report
Wipe Sampling, Cornell Dubilier Electronics, South
Plainfield, NJ, prepared by Roy F. Weston, Inc.,
prepared for U. S. EPA/ERTC, May 30, 1997.)

Report: Analytical Report, Cornell Dubilier
Electronics, South Plainfield, NJ, prepared by Roy

F. Weston, Inc., prepared for U. S. EPA Region 2,
August 28, 1997.

Letter (with attachments) to Muthu Sundram, Esg.,
U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mr. Daniel J. Sheridan,
Spadaccini, Main & Sheridan, LLC, re: Cornell
Dubilier Electronics Site - Interior PCB
Contamination Issues, October 17, 2000.

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

Work Plans

Plan: Final Work Plan for Remedial .'nvestigation/
Feasibility Study, Cornell Dubilier %lectronics
Superfund Site, South Plainfield, Micdlesex
County, New Jersey, prepared by Foster Wheeler
Environmental Corporation, prepared for U.S. EPA,
Region II, March 2000.: (Note: This Jlocument is
incorporated into this Administrative Record by
reference. It can be found in the Cornell-
Dubilier Administrative, Record for OUl pages
300001-300672.)

3.4 Remedial Investigation Reports

Report: Final Pathways Analysis Report ‘or
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Stud ', Cornell
Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site, South
Plainfield, Middlesex County, New Jersey, prepared
by Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation,

prepared for U.S. EPA, Region II, May 20:0.
(Note: This document is incorporated int.o this
Administrative Record by reference. It can be
found in the Cornell-Dubilier Administrative
Record for OUl, pages 300673-300723.)

£
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300001
300990

300991 -

302304

Report: Final Remedial Investigation Report For
Operable Unit 2 (OU-2), Facility Soils and
Buildings For Cornell-Dubilier Electronics
Superfund Site, South Plainfield, Middlesex
County, New Jersey, Volume I of II, prepared by
Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation, prepared
for U. S. EPA Region 2, December 2002.

Report: Final Remedial Investigation Report For
Operable Unit 2 (QU~2), Facility Soils and
Buildings For Cornell-Dubilier Electronics
Superfund Site, South Plainfield, Middlesex
County, New Jersey, Volume II of II, prepared by
Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation, prepared
for U. S. EPA Region 2, December 2002.

Correspondence

302305
302306

302307

302307

302308
302311

302312
302313

302314
302323

Letter to Mr. Robert Sanoff, Foley, Hoag & Elliot,
LLP, from Mr. Richard L. Caspe, Director,
Emergency and Remedial Response Division, U. S.
EPA Region 2, re: Cornell-Dubilier Electronics,
Inc. Superfund Site, South Plainfield, New Jersey,
January 6, 1999.

Letter to Muthu Sundram, Esquire, New Jersey
Superfund Branch, U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mr.
Robert S. Sanoff, Foley, Hoag & Eliot LLP, re:
Hamilton Park Industrial Park Site, February 11,
1999, )

Letter to Muthu Sundram,-Esquire, New Jarsey
Superfund Branch, U. S. EPA Region 2, f:rom Mr.
Robert S. Sanoff, Counsel to CDE, and M:. Michael
P. Last, Counsel to Dana,. Foley, Hoag & %©liot LLP,
re: Hamilton Park Industrlal Park Site, June 8,
2000.

Letter to Muthu Sundram, Esquire, New Je:sey
Superfund Branch, U. S. EPA Region 2, frcm Ms.
Monica E. Conyngham, Foley, Hoag & Eliot [.LP, re:
Hamilton Industrial Park, South Plainfield, NJ,
October 20, 2000.

Letter (with attachment) to Ms. Monica Conyngham,
Foley, Hoag & Eliot; Michael P. Last, Esquire,
Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Feris, Glovsky and Pop:0,
P.C.; and Robert Sanoff, Esquire, Foley, Hoag &

3
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302324
302325

302326
302328

302329
302330

302331
302333

302334
302339

Eliot, from Mr. John Prince, Chief, Central New
Jersey Remediation Section, U. S. EPA Region 2,
re: Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site,
South Plainfield, Middlesex County, New Jersey,
November 21, 2000. (Attachment: Hamilton
Industrial Park Redevelopment Project, South
Plainfield, New Jersey, Proposed Scope of Work for

Remediation Planning, prepared by Environ, October
3, 2000.)

Letter to Ms. Lara Coraci, Assistant to the
President, D.S.C. of Newark Enterprises, Inc.,
from Mr. John Prince, Chief, Central New Jersey
Remediation Section, U. S. EPA Region 2, re:
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site, South
Plainfield, Middlesex County, New Jersey, November
21, 2000.

Letter to Mr. John Prince, Central New Jersey
Remediation Section, U. S. EPA Region 2, from Ms.
Monica E. Conyngham and Mr. Michael P. Last,
Foley, Hoag & Eliot LLP, re: Cornell-Dubilier
Electronics Superfund Site, South Plainfield,
Middlesex County, New Jersey, December 7, 2000.

Letter to Ms. Monica Conyngham, Foley, Hoag &
Eliot; Michael P. Last, Esquire, Mintz, Levin,
Cohn, Feris, Glovsky and Popeo, P.C.; and Robert
Sanoff, Esquire, Foley, Hoag & Eliot, f:om Mr.
John Prince, Chief, Central New Jersey Femediation
Section, U. S. EPA Region 2, re: Cornell-Dubilier
Electronics Superfund Site, South Plainfield,
Middlesex County, New Jersey, December 2:, 2000.

Letter to Mr. Peter Mannino, Project Mane7jer,

U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mr. J. Mark Nielsen, P.
E., Manager, Environ, re: Hamilton Indust-ial
Park, South Plainfield, New Jersey, Superiund
Redevelopment Initiative, December 22, 20(0.

Letter to Mr. John Prince, Chief, Central VJew
Jersey Remediation Section, U. S. EPA Reginn 2,
from Mr. Michael P. Last, Attorney for Danec.
Corporation, and Ms. Monica E. Conyngham, Attorney
for Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc., re:
Hamilton Industrial Park, South Plainfield, New
Jersey, January 26, 2001.
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302340 -
302342

302343 -
302354

Letter to Mr. Michael P. Last, Rackeman, Sawyer &
Brewster, Attorneys for Dana Corporation, and Ms.
Monica E. Cunningham, Foley, Hoag and Eliot,
Attorneys for Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc.,
from Muthu S. Sundram, Assistant Regional Counsel,
U. S. EPA Region 2, re: response to letter dated
January 26, 2001 to John Prince, Chief of the
Central New Jersey Remediation Section, February
28, 2001.

Letter (with attachment) to Mr. Peter Mannino,
Project Manager, U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mr. J.
Mark Nielsen, P.E., Manager, Environ, re: Cornell-
Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site/Hamilton
Industrial Park Pathways Analysis Report, March 9,
2001. (Attachments: (1) Preliminary Comments on
the Pathways Analysis Report for Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study, Cornell-Dubilier
Electronics Superfund Site, South Plainfield,
Middlesex County, New Jersey, March 9, 2001; and
(2) E-mail message to Mark Nielsen, Environ, from
Mr. Pietro Mannino, U. S. EPA Region 2, re: the
Agency’s response to comments on the Pathways
Analysis Report for the. Remedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study at the Cornell-Dubilier
Electronics Superfund site, March 9, 20)J1.)

FEASIBILITY STUDY ‘ T

Feasibility Study Reports

400001 -
400039

400040 -
400087

Report: Final Rem